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PREFACE. 


In the following pages my aim is to illustrate the 
principles of philosophic method by endeavouring 
critically to establish certain fundamental principles 
or Gnmdbegriffe in the spheres of Psychology, Logic 
and Epistemology, Ethics and Metaphysics; in other 
words, to lay the foundation for a more complete struc- 
ture in each of these three branches of Philosophy. 

This double aim, however much it complicates the 
inquiry, is inevitable. A general discussion of phil- 
osophical method in abstmcto, without concurrently 
developing a general philosophical position, would 
seem to me to be futile even if it were possible. This 
is true of all branches of knowledge — true of the 
physical sciences as much as of any others. Gen- 
eralisations as to scientific method — that is, as to the 
intellectual processes by which actual scientific results 
ought to be obtained — must assuredly be of very little 
value unless drawn in close connexion with concrete 
scientific work. But nowhere is the* connexion more 
close than in Philosophy. Here, we cannot formulate 
our problems unless, we are prepared with at least 
partial solutions. Indeed we may say that a problem 
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well put is in Philosophy more than half the solution. 
The Standpiinkt—ihe in/r starting - ^ or funda- 
mental point of view — is nearer the end than the 
beginning of the journey ; and a StandpunU is what I 
have endeavoured to work out. This task is never 
easy; but it is of course for others to judge the 
extent to which I have failed owing to its length and 
difficulty. 

To those thinkers whose writings and personal 
teaching enabled me to grasp some of the many 
aspects of the one problem of Philosophy — with a 
living idea of their real significance— my indebtedness 
is greater than I can fittingly express in words. I 
refer to Professor Andrew Seth, of Edinburgh ; to 
Dr James Ward, of Cambridge; and to the Rev. 
C. B. Upton, of Manchester College, Oxford, who 
was my first instructor in Philosophy. Among the 
teachings which have come to me only through the 
medium of the written page, there are some which 
I have found stimulating and suggestive in a high 
degree, although on some important questions I have 
diverged from their conclusions. The writers to whom 
I refer are, for Logic and Metaphysics, Mr P\ H, 
Bradley and Mr Bosanquet ; for Ethics, the late 
Professor T. H. Green, Dr Martineau, and Professor 
Sidgwick. My other obligations are doubtless exten- 
sive, but do not call for special mention in this place. 

I must add that to Professor Seth and to Mr Upton 
I am indebted for some suggestive and helpful criti- 
cisms on portions of chapters v., vi., and vii., while 
these were in preparation. 
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IX 


Most of the Introductory Chapter has appeared as 
an article in The New World : with the Editor’s per- 
mission, the material of that article is reproduced here. 
Brief preliminary studies for chapters ii,, vi., and vii., 
were published in Mind and in The Philosophical Review, 
two years ago; but these articles do not adequately 
represent the argument of the present work. A 
considerable portion of § 2, chapter vii., has appeared 
in the International Journal of Ethics, 

I have said that the following investigations form 
a general critical survey of the whole field of Phil- 
osophy as this term is now understood by ail w^ho 
make it a special department of study. There is 
one conclusion which in its various phases is dealt 
with explicitly enough in these chapters, but which 
seems to me to be of such supreme importance that 
I do not resist the temptation to state it summarily 
here, A recent writer has said that we must be well 
grounded in Humanity before we can study Divinity 
to any good purpose ; and this applies indeed to the 
study of all ultimate problems. Our knowledge of the 
General Nature of Reality, our knowledge of the 
Aiature of things’ in the world around us and of the 
nature of God, depends in the end on our knowledge 
or insight into the nature of man in its manifold forms : 
there the deepest nature of all reality is revealed so far 
as it is revealed at all. But even this significant 
acknowdedgment is futile unless we also recognise 
that our knowledge of man’s ^ nature ’ — of man’s essen- 
tial qualities in themselves and in their results — is 
capable of indefinitely various degrees of truth the 
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truer, the wider and deeper it is, the further it goes 
towards solving the problem of existence ; in its super- 
ficial forms, such knowledge may have practically no 
bearing on this problem at all. What then is man’s 
characteristic quality — what is, at once practically and 
theoretically, most significant in his experience ? Some 
urge that it is Will, Activity, or Effort, conceived as 
a kind of push or impulse onwards ; others urge that 
it is Feeling which not only prompts our Actions but 
directs our Judgments ; others argue that it must be 
Thought. I contend that no progress can be made 
until it is recognised that not one of these three can 
be opposed to the others ; human existence or ex- 
perience cannot be interpreted in terms of one of these 
unless the others are made of equal importance with 
that one. 

If Thought is opposed to Emotion and Will, it 
cannot be our most real function, for Life includes 
more than can be accounted for by Logic, in any sense 
of this term. If Will — in opposition to Intelligence — 
is made the basal principle of our nature, then such a 
theory when consistent must regard this Will as 
blind and aimless, and therefore results in a Pessimism 
more hopeless than that which founds itself on the 
fact of pain or failure : for the striving is aimless and 
yet by our very nature inevitable, — we are its victims ; 

. The struggle naught availetli, 

The labour and the wounds are vain ; 

The enemy faints not nor faileth, 

And as things have been they remain.” 

If the theory supposes that such a Will can be over- 



PREFACE. 


XI 


come or in some way laid to rest, this surely proves 
that it is not the deepest principle in us ; for that by 
which we overcome it is nearer to the roots of our 
being. If Feeling is made ^‘the principal thing,'' 
and therefore made the standard of Worth as regards 
conduct and ultimately as regards truth, then we are 
left in a state of perfect anarchy ; unless there is some 
standard by which the relative worth of Feelings them- 
selves may be judged. Feeling, as such, is blinds and 
cannot judge of itself or of anything else, unless the 
term is made to include Thought. Of course both 
the Will -theory and the Feeling - theory admit the 
presence of Intelligence in us ; but by Intelligence they 
understand a faculty capable only of operations of 
which counting or calculation is a type — capable only 
of arranging ‘ facts ’ given to it from sources inde- 
pendent of itself, and of arranging them only according 
to limited principles. The whole interest then centres 
in the nature and sources of these ^ facts ' to which 
‘ intellect ' is subordinate. Such tendencies will be 
found in the thought of Jacobi, Schopenhauer, and 
Lotze, and the numerous writers who have drawn 
their inspiration from these sources. Thought cannot 
be thus limited ; it is itself a living, creative function. 

On the other hand, if Thought is not opposed to 
Emotion and Will but is made somehow to include 
them, then we have the confusions resulting from the 
use of a word in a strained, unnatural sense — a sense 
inconsistent with many of the associations which are 
inseparable from the word through its use in ordinary 
language. This double-faced theory results in the bias 
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of ' intellectualism.’ But we do not correct intellectu- 
aiisni ’ by opposing Emotion and Will to Thought — 
assuming that Reality is found in them more than in 
Thought and that we are before all things active and 
feeling beings ; nor by regarding our nature as a mere 
combination of the three, as a rope may be of three 
strands ; but by regarding even our deepest knowledge 
of these three (in their distinction and relation) as 
itself only symbolic and partially true; so that the 
three functions become three inseparable and equally 
complete symbols of what man verily is. Our most 
perfect knowledge is only the most perfect symbol of 
what we are — the most perfect yet attained. It does 
not yet appear whether it will be always thus with our 
knowledge, or whether an absolute knowledge will still 
be symbolic or not. 

By consistently carrying out these principles, it 
becomes possible to conceive the reality of God, of 
Man, and of Nature or the world, without merging- 
two of them in the third, as Pantheism, Sceptical 
Idealism, and Naturalism do; and to conceive this 
without denying the absolute validity of the real laws 
of Thought. 

I gladly take the opportunity which these words of 
preface afford, of acknowledging a twofold obligation 
to the Hibbert Trust : first, for the many advantages 
I have enjoyed as a Hibbert Scholar; and again, for 
generous and timely assistance in the publication of 
this book, 

S. H. M. 

Warrenpoint, Ireland, , ' 

Novembet' 1897. ’ 
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Studies in Philosophical Criticism 
AND Construction. 


CHAPTER I. 

INTRODUCTION. 

The explanation of the problem of Philosophy which 
is theoretically most satisfactory is generally found 
to be practically least so; the reason seems to be 
that in order adequately to comprehend the bearings 
of the former, we must already in some degree have 
accustomed ourselves to philosophical reflection. In 
this Introduction my endeavour is to give a general 
indication of the ways in which the actual movements 
of human thought practically lead into Philosophy. 
We may i"egard these movements as arranging them- 
selves round two foci , — scientific thought and religious 
thought; each of these is the focus of an area which 
has no clearly defined outer limit but fades away. 

The problem of the true and reasonable relation 
between Science and Religion is a problem arising 
out of the relation between two deep but partially 
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independent activities of human thought; hence it is 
continually assuming new forms as the years go on. 
This is only natural; stagnation is impossible in 
human thinking, — scientific thought and religious 
thought alike are never at a standstill. All experience 
shows that ideas are like seeds, — they must either die 
and vanish, or go on to grow ; they cannot abide 
unchanged. Ideas may indeed seem to survive un- 
changed in the form of religious and political creeds ; 
but in this case one of two things must in reality have 
happened. The ideas may die and leave behind them 
a husk of words, — professions of faith, creeds, and the 
like, — which may be religiously preserved intact and 
repeated as divine truth for many generations, but 
which none the less are a mere form of words, — the 
meaning which once gave them life has gone. On 
the other hand, if the ideas are really significant and 
fruitful, if they are capable, through criticism, of giving 
birth to further thoughts, they must evidently become 
too wide and deep for the fixed expression they have 
received, so that they break it up and demand its 
restatement. 

Not only is it true that the fixed expression may 
be inadequate to the thought, but the thought itself 
may be inadequate to the reality which it endeavours 
to express. For although thought is a real activity 
or function of the human mind, and has a structure 
and laws of its own, yet it may fail to apprehend 
its own nature and aims. Again, the whole mind is 
not merely a thinking activity but is more ; and these 
other functions of our nature may, and often do, grow 
and develop faster than the thinking function ; then 
the latter fails to comprehend them, and the intel- 
lectual expression and, explanation which it gives to 
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them may be thoroughly inadequate.^ We may say 
that this is the case with every religious movement 
of the deeper and more vital sort, particularly in its 
earlier stages. Involved in every such movement is 
that kind of belief which is a principle of life rather 
than a declaration of the intellect; the belief which 
is part of a man’s nature— a sign of his whole char- 
acter. In this sense, when a man’s belief grows wider 
and deeper, it is because his whole nature — or some 
vital function thereof — has grown, has taken a step 
forward. To take a very simple case, this is the belief 
which a child has in its mother. Now, since different 
functions of our nature — themselves equally vital to 
that nature — may be unequally developed, it may 
happen that those who hold a real belief of this kind 
most intensely, whose lives may be entirely moulded 
by it, are the very ones who are least able to express 
it in an intellectual form — in the form of definite 
assertions which can be clearly tmderstood. Either 
they cannot express it in this way at all, or if they 
do, the intellectual expression of it may be quite 
insufficient, or entirely or partly wTong. Would it 
not be absurd to expect the child to set down the 
particulars of its belief in its father and mother, in 
the form of a number of propositions beginning with 
^I believe’ — like a creed? Is the reason simply be- 
cause the child is a child — is not old enough and wise 
enough ? I scarcely think so ; for in regard to all our 
deepest beliefs, the real roots of our personal character, 

^ On the other hand, the intellectual function may be in advance of the 
other sides of the man’s nature,; and , the result of this will depend entirely 
on the extent to which the intellect is^aware of the significance of its own 
principles and ideals. If it takes a , superficial, inadSsquate view of these, 
it will engage in mere destructive criticism, which finally it will endeavour 
lo direct upon itself, ending in Scepticism. , ; 
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we are in the same position. We cannot dig up the 
roots of our own being. 

It is well to remember that what we have been 
sa3/ing is as true of scientific text -books as it is of 
religious creeds. The inadequacy of the established 
creeds and confessions to express the best religious 
ideas of modern times is widely recognised, and the 
conflict and uncertainty which prevail are themselves 
signs of progress; but the case is not different with 
science. In those ver}^ sciences where there is the 
most constant discussion, with incessant conflict of 
ideas and incessant criticism, there is also the great- 
est hope of real progress and of the attainment of 
real knowledge. In those there are not many fixed 
results to show — the list of results that are distinct 
and clear is small; but there is every hope and pros- 
pect of its becoming larger. To this class belong 
the sciences dealing with the nature and history of 
living beings — Physiology and Biology ; and the 
science which endeavours to trace whatever law and 
order is to be found in the boundless complexity of 
the operations of mind — Psychology. But in the so- 
called ^ exact ’ sciences, where fixed formulas are 
always appealed to, it is very questionable whether 
there is as much prospect of real knowledge. The 
exactness of these sciences — Mechanics, Physics,. 
Chemistry — rests in measurement, so that their results, 
can be expressed in numbers ; but numbers and 
measurements do not explain anything, — they cannot 
be more than descriptions, though of course very 
accurate descriptions, of facts of observation. It is 
in explanations that knowledge consists ; mere descrip- 
tions are only the veriest, beginning of knowledge. 
In so far as these sciences, go beyond descriptions to 
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explanations, they appeal to principles as dogmatic 
as those of any religious creed or confession. It does 
not follow that these principles are fundamentalK 
wrong, but they are not progressive ; how far, for in- 
stance, their application in Physiology to distinctively 
vital processes is justified, though it is an extremely 
difficult question, is one quite open to discussion. We 
have no need here to inquire into this matter ; it is 
enough if we see the significance of the fact that the 
growth of knowledge is only possible through struggle, 
conflict, and opposition overcome; we may say of 
knowledge, sub ponder e crescit , — a truth which has been 
beautifully expressed by James Russell Lowell in one 
of his sonnets: — . 

“ The hope of Truth grows stronger day by day ; 

I hear the Soul of Man around me waking, 

Like a great sea, its frozen fetters breaking, 

And flinging up to heaven its sunlit spray, 

Tossing huge continents in scornful play. 

And crushing them, with din of grinding thunder, 

That makes old emptinesses stare in wonder ; . . . 

For high, and yet more high, the murmurs swell 
Of inward strife for truth and liberty.” 

In the intellectual world, as in the physical, there 
is no progress without conflict, criticism, and competi- 
tion; in the realm of ideas we see unmistakably a 
struggle for existence, a ^natural selection’ and ‘'sur- 
vival of the fittest.’ This is the principle which Hegel 
had in view in the applications of his Logic — his doc- 
trine of Thought as a dialectically progressive move- 
ment through the meeting of opposites — to the history 
of human thought and endeavour in every direction ; 
it is this that gives to his expositions of history such 
power as sources of instruction and enlightenment, 
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for those who are not destitute of the historic sense. 
This is true, notwithstanding the excessively rigid 
formalism with which the principle is applied by him 
in certain cases. We can never find clearly marked 
theses and antitheses (in pairs) from the opposition of 
which the higher truth springs; we can only find con- 
flicting ivepyeiaty streams of tendency, movements of 
thought. Truth and error struggle together ; or rather^ 
one fragment of truth mingled with, error contends 
with another fragment mingled with different errors.^ 
The problem is never rightly put in the form, Which 
of these two is right and which wrong? but in the 
form, Which of these two (if either) contains the more 
of truth ? And to solve this problem, we have to 
find a point of view above both the conflicting prin- 
ciples from which to criticise them ; that is, we need a 
principle containing more truth than either of them.. 
The attainment of truth is only possible because many 
human thinkers defend different and conflicting beliefs 
and theories, so that here one thing is upheld, there 
the opposite ; for without such opposition, the higher 
principle could never emerge, —even the mere need for 
it could never be felt. It counts for nothing that this 
or that individual man gives up the effort, and despairs 
of real knowledge; human reason has an indestructible 
confidence in itself, and attacks its problems with re- 
newed energy again and ever again. The irresistible, 
undying confidence of reason in itself, in its power of 
attaining to real knowledge at last, is shown by the 
history of human thought in all its branches, — scien- 
tific, philosophical, theological. The mind of man has 

^ All generally current beliefs and theories contain, in solution as it were, 
fragments of truth of different sizes and shapes, which require to be 
cipiiated. 
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always persisted, and seemingly always will persist, in 
the attempt to think consistently about the world, to 
make it intelligible and rational, to comprehend it 
somehow as a Whole, It seems to be by a native and 
natural impulse that all men endeavour to understand 
and comprehend things for the sake of understanding 
them; and this is the mainspring of all attempts at 
science of every kind. Is not this an indication strong 
and sure that man is greater than he seems ? May we 
not say it speaks with no uncertain sound in favour of 
the faith that makes him a child of the Infinite and 
Eternal? 

It is this incessant conflict of current modes of 
thought — scientific, political, sociological, moral, reli- 
gious — that makes Philosophy an absolute necessity for 
the thoughtful part of the community, or for the human 
race, though it may sometimes be a luxury (as it were) 
for the individual. The best general definition of 
Philosophy is probably that which describes it as an 
attempt to find points of view from which to judge such 
conflicting modes of thought, both in knowledge or 
theory and in practice, or an attempt to establish re- 
liable principles by which to criticise them. These 
principles are not a further group of beliefs and theories, 
to be set beside those already current, to be used as the 
basis of mere hostile criticism directed upon the latter 
from without. Whatever ‘ new ’ truths Philosophy may 
bring to light are developed from the different aggregates 
of '^what is taken to be knowledge (or reasoned and 
systematic thought, so far as this is a wider term than 
knowledge) in the thoughtful part of society to which 
the philosophising individual belongs ; and the prin- 
ciples of criticism which Philosophy seeks to estab- 
lish are principles by which this development may be 
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effected. Hence we see the truth of the observation 
frequently made, that every one who thinks at all must 
philosophise to some extent — though generally, in a 
more or less imperfect and unsatisfactory manner ; and 
the two great branches of Philosophy— the theory of 
knowledge and the theory of ethics — endeavour to 
carry out the process systematically. Here, again, the 
condition of progress is the same; it is possible only 
as a result of divergence, conflict, and mutual criti- 
cism. The philosophical principles of criticism of 
which I have spoken can be derived only from pene- 
trating reflection upon the essential characteristics of 
our nature as theoretical or cognitive, and as practical, 
so that divergent interpretations are always possible, 
and in our present state inevitable. Hence we find 
that a self-criticism of philosophic principles takes 
place, the nature of which it should be the purpose 
of the history of Philosophy to exhibit. 

Thus every conquest of the human intellect, in the 
way of truer knowledge, is analogous to a survival of 
the fittest issuing from a struggle for existence ; and 
the source and motive of all the effort and struggle is 
the conviction, indemonstrable but native to our intel- 
ligence, that the attainment of truth is one form of the 
highest good for man. This is sometimes expressed by 
saying that truth is an absolute good, or end-in-itself, 
in Kantian phraseology — that is, an end valued simply 
for being what is, and not merely as a means to some- 
thing further; but what is really meant is, that the 
function or activity of our nature which manifests itself in 
the attainment and realisation of truth is an absolute 
good,— and this, so far as it goes, is in essential har- 
I mony with the religious view of man’s life and destiny; 

while, as we have seen, it must be recognised as the 
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explanation of both the existence and the progress of 
science. 

In another respect, also, there is no discoverable 
variance or divergence between these two movements 
of thought, though the contrary is constantly assumed, 
and is productive of much error and confusion. I refer 
to the distinction of knowledge as characteristic of 
science, and belief or faith as characteristic of religion. 
The implication is that a much higher kind of certainty 
attaches to the conclusions of the sciences than to any 
distinctively religious belief. The antithesis which is 
supposed to hold between knowledge and belief, or 
reason and faith, is appealed to alike by theological 
apologists and anti-theological ^ scientists,’ who, though 
they differ in everything else, are usually quite ready to 
agree in the acceptance of confused but dogmatic as- 
sumptions. How thoroughly superficial this distinction 
is we may see if we resolutely face the question, What 
is truth? This is indeed the fundamental question of 
the. Theory of Knowledge and of the higher develop- 
ments of modern Logic, which is simply Reason tak- 
ing knowledge of itself, becoming aware of its own 
structure, responding to the appeal ‘'Know thyself!” 
What is the meaning of truth, certainty, knowledge? 
What are the general characteristics of truth, as such ? 
Surely this question needs to be considered before we 
discuss what particular truths we can arrive at, or 
separate some kinds of knowledge from others as being 
in a high degree clear, sound, and reliable, while the 
latter are not. The purely arbitrary character of such 
procedure becomes evident in the light of the conclu- 
sions of recent logical inquiry. 

All knowledge, in so far as it really is knowledge, is 
wanting in the character of certainty ; this must ever 
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be so, as long as man remains finite. Its uncertainty 
rests simply on its fragmentariness or incompleteness, 
on account of which the different pieces of knowledge 
that we have attained to are detached and isolated 
from one another. No portion of knowledge is certain 
or absolutely true until all portions have been so ex- 
tended and developed that they can be seen in the 
form of a single, complete, all-inclusive whole. This 
would be omniscience ; and the idea of omniscience is 
irreconcilable with that of finite personality such as 
ours. Short of this, our different knowledges, being 
isolated, must be uncertain. The only way to avoid 
this uncertain and hypothetical element is for each 
individual to keep within the limits of his own sensa- 
tions and mental images, as bare facts, and, moreover, 
to be dumb. Directly he makes any assertion about 
these facts, or in any way intelligently addresses him- 
self to another being, he is in the realm of knowledge 
and consequently of ‘ uncertainty.’ Instead of quarrel- 
ling with knowledge for being ^uncertain,’ we should 
quarrel with our own mechanical notions of certainty, 
which arise from the employment of the idea in an 
exclusively practical reference, and are inapplicable 
to knowledge in the proper sense. Any portion of 
knowledge begins to be certain in so far as we begin to 
see its organic connection with other knowledges; it 
is uncertain in so far as we are unable so to connect it, 
for we do not know what transformation or develop- 
ment of it may be necessary in order that it might 
enter into this universal relation. In brief, all our 
judgments fall short of the whole truth ; every judgment 
is therefore ' uncertain,’ inasmuch as we do not know 
how far it must be transformed to be developed into 
the whole truth. Naturally, we never regard our judg- 
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merits from this point of view, just because we are 
never in the position of omniscience, and so cannot tell 
how far they fall short of the whole truth ; but the 
conclusion is seen to be unavoidable when we reflect 
upon it. Our knowledge may be true as far as it goes^ 
but it is always held subject to a revision which may 
be so fundamental as to effect its complete transforma- 
tion. In scientific strictness, this is the only meaning 
of ‘ certainty ’ or ‘ uncertainty ’ with reference to know- 
ledge as such. But, as we have indicated, it is in 
the practical reference that the ideas of ^ certainty ' 
and ‘ uncertainty ’ are primarily applied, and it is the 
practical reference that gives them whatever signifi- 
cance they possess for everyday life ; to illustrate this 
we must first dwell on another aspect of our intellectual 
activity. 

There are certain principles which are postulates of 
knowledge in the sense that without them science cannot 
even begin to work. If they are false, every fabxdc of 
knowledge falls to pieces, for they are the general bonds 
of connection which hold it together, and only through 
them has our knowledge even the small extent of 
coherence that it now possesses. Such postulates are, 
the existence of one’s self as a rational or thinking 
being ; the existence of a world beyond one’s personal 
consciousness, which is relatively permanent and inde- 
pendent, and to which other similar rational beings are 
similarly related; and the trustworthiness of those 
logical principles which lie at the basis of scientific 
reasoning. To state these postulates systematically 
is an important part of the function of the theory of 
knowledge ; but here I need only try to indicate their 
general nature. Traditionally they are styled " laws of 
thought,’ or ' necessities of thought’; we can, however, 
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find a more pregnant designation when we compare the 
general activit}?- of thought to the activity of a living 
organic body. In this case the intellectual postulates 
appear as the vital processes or functions— diges- 
tion, circulation, respiration — by which the life of the 
organism is preserved, and its growth effected ; they 
are the vital functions of thought. It is useless to discuss 
the ' certainty ’ of any one of these principles, when 
considered in isolation; the very fact that we are 
separating it and considering it by itself precludes us 
from seeing its real significance. Its true character 
only appears through the function it performs in the 
growth of intelligence and the attainment of know- 
ledge ; and to discuss this function is to treat it not in 
isolation but in relation to other similar principles, — to 
inquire into its place in our intellectual activity as a 
whole. Instead of treating such principles as isolated 
certainties in the traditional intuitionist manner, we 
should treat them as demands of our intellectual con- 
sciousness, — as postulates which must be granted if 
science is to exist and knowledge be possible. Their 
theoretical ^certainty,’ then, depends on the trust- 
worthiness of that deep tendency of reason by which 
every endeavour after real knowledge is sustained ; 
but their practical certainty is of another kind. If it 
is true, on the one hand, that they are products of the 
very structure of our intelligence, and on the other 
hand, that the known world is always found to conform 
to them, or that it is always possible to interpret experi- 
ence by their means, then we should expect beforehand 
that both the individual and the social mind would be 
so framed as to accept them with perfect readiness, so 
that what we might calk the mental line of least resist- 
ance, or least friction, would lie in the direction of their 
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adoption as principles trustworthy to think by and 
reliable to act upon. We should expect to find them 
handed down by social inheritance, and embedded in 
those social forces of spoken and written language, 
tradition, education, and so forth, by which the mental 
furniture of the individual mind is largely organised. 
Above all, there is the fact that the most fundamental 
of the intellectual postulates are of such a character 
that without them not only the activity of intelligence,, 
but even the existence of men in any organised social 
communities, would be impossible. 

Such considerations explain how, when these pos- 
tulates are stated in the form of definite proposi- 
tions, the mind at once accepts them as ^ self-evident 
truths,* whose ^ opposite is inconceivable,’ or as ulti- 
mate certainties,’ according to the current modes of 
description. This is what is meant by practical 
certainty ; the whole mind, as at once intellectual,, 
emotional, and active, is so framed that all men with 
the utmost readiness accept and act upon certain 
general propositions ; and this is ^ common - sense.’ 
Hence we, in general, apply the term ^ knowledge ’ 
in a special sense to the conclusions that can be 
reached from facts of sense -perception when inter- 
preted in the light of such assumed self-evident 
principles ; and thus the truths of science have the 
great advantage of at least appearing to rest upon the 
powerful force of these practical certainties. But this 
is not sufficient for any valid distinction to be drawn, 
as regards trustworthiness, between ^ scientific ’ know- 
ledge and other kinds of knowledge, for the ^ practical 
certainty ’ of any belief contributes nothing to its in- 
tellectual validity or theoretical certainty — that is, to 
its real trustworthiness .or certainty in the only proper 
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sense of the term. Its real trustworthiness, as a means 
of interpreting our sense -experience and thereby ob- 
taining scientific knowledge, can only arise from the 
fact that it rests upon principles wdiich belong to the 
very structure of intelligence. If these " practical cer- 
tainties/* as we have called them, do not rest upon 
such principles, then their practical efficacy or per- 
suasive force affords the strongest support for total 
scepticism ; this is demonstrated with perfect clear- 
ness in Hume’s Treatise of Human Nature. What we 
have called practical certainties may be called habits 
of belief ; and manifestly if these habits are not a 
deposit from experiences that have been moulded by 
the structure of reason, they are simply the product of 
non-rational forces, the influence of social custom and 
^authority.’ This is Hume’s conclusion, which has 
been well summed up thus : The true philosopher 
therefore is not the Pyrrhonist, trying to maintain an 
impossible equilibrium or suspense of judgment, but 
the Academic, yielding gracefully to the impressions 
or maxims which he finds, as a matter of fact, have 
most, sway over himself. ' I may — nay, I must — yield 
to the current of nature in submitting to my senses 
and understanding, and in this blind submission I 
show most perfectly my sceptical principles ; ’ for, after 
all, 'if we believe that fire warms or water refreshes, 
it is only because it costs us too much pains to think 
otherwise.’” If, on the other hand, reason has a 
structure of its own, and our habits of belief are a 
deposit moulded by its informing activity, then the 
best inquiry into the "Foundations of Belief” will be 
to investigate that structure as thoroughly as possible. 
The coercive force of the 'practical certainties ’ and 
"habits of belief’ will be irrelevant; we cannot appeal 
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to their practical necessity. And it must not be for- 
gotten that even if they are ultimately rational, non- 
rational forces must have largely entered into their 
formation. 

The considerations above adduced, and the distinc- 
tions drawn, have an evident bearing on Mr Balfour's 
positions in his well - known works, A Defeno(^ of 
Philosophic Doubt and The Foundations of Belief, In 
both works there is a preliminary contention which 
is obviously true: i,c,^ that the vast majority of our 
beliefs — religious, ethical, social, and those habits of 
belief which we call ^ common-sense ’ — do not depend 
on the consciously reasoned assent of the individuals 
who entertain them, but are generated in the mind by 
‘‘ custom, education, public opinion, the contagious 
convictions of countr3TOen, family, party, or Church," 
and not least by the or spirit of the age, 

producing a certain ‘^psychological ‘atmosphere’ or 
‘climate,’ favourable to the life of certain modes of 
belief, unfavourable or even fatal to the life of others." ^ 
This is a system of causes for beliefs and one in which 
conscious reasoning plays a very small part. So far we 
may all agree. In both works, again, we recognise the 
same endeavour — to show that scientific belief and 
religious belief are on the same plane as regards trust- 
worthiness and ‘authority.’ But there are two lines 
of thought by which this aim is realised : the Defence 
of Philosophic Doubt is almost entirely occupied with 
the one, and the Foimdations of Belief is chiefly (but 
not quite consistently) occupied with the other. Ac- 
cording to the one view, the system of causes for 
belief, alluded to above, is wholly, non-rational or extra- 
rational in character, because conscious reasoning 

^ Foimdations af. Beliefs '^1^. 206, 213. 
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plays so insignificant a part in it ; since^ then, the 
only authority’ for any and every established mode 
or habit of belief is this non-rational force of custom 
and tradition, we are led at once to Hume’s conclusion 
that all forms of belief are equally worthless, though 
most of them are practically inevitable. In this case 
science and religion are very obviously 'reconciled/ 
though it is doubtful whether the terms of peace w'ould 
be acceptable to either side. According to the other 
view, the current habits of belief are far from being 
substantially irrational or non-rational ; and, further, 
the fundamental beliefs on which science rests are on 
the same plane as those on which religion rests, be- 
cause both alike are postulates, though derived from 
different sides of human nature. In our attempt to 
disentangle the confusions lurking in the ordinary 
notion of 'certainty,’ and to show that the- notion is 
wholly inapplicable to any human ^knowledge, we were 
obliged to leave this aspect of the case in the back- 
ground. Just as the analysis of our intellectual 
consciousness, of reason itself, brings to light postu- 
lates on which the sciences rest, so the analysis of our 
ethical and esthetic consciousness brings to light pos- 
tulates proper to these modes of activity. Just as 
the authority of all scientific postulates rests on the 
authority of the ideal tendency to realise truth in 
thought, so that of the ethical and esthetic postulates 
rests on the authority of the impulses to realise 
righteousness in character and social conduct, and 
to seek for, delight in, and create beauty in nature 
and human life. In all cases alike they are postulates 
or demands transcending all past experience, and call- 
ing on us to rise above it. Mr Balfour’s insistence 
upon this, in the first and fourth divisions of his later 
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work, is valuable and timely, and with it I thoroughly 
sympathise. We shall have occasion to show more 
fully in the sequel what surely must be evident to 
every unprejudiced reader : that the foregoing is not 
an appeal ^^from the intellect to the heart/’ but an 
appeal from man as merely engaged in objective know- 
ledge — in reflective interpretation of the universe 
around' him, in the light of his intellectual ideal — to 
the whole nature of man. 

In a discussion such as the present, w’-e may most 
conveniently examine certain leading conceptions of 
religious belief, which differ from one another through 
and through, and observe the bearings of modern science 
upon each. 

We are first met by what is called dogmatic’ reli- 
gion^ — i.e,, religion which claims absolute truth for the 
propositions dn which it expresses itself. We cannot 
spend time in dwelling on all the confused and inade- 
quate ideas on which this mode of thought rests. We 
have seen that no truth, conceivable by man, can be 
absolute. Dogmatic religion, as a rule, is unaware of 
the real significance of its own dicta ^ — of the truth in- 
volved in them and the motives which historically led 
to their formulation ; and the ‘ rationalism ’ which 
prides itself on the rejection of these dicta is just as 
little aware of it. Of more significance for our , present 
purpose is the distinction of ‘ natural ’ and super- 
natural’ events, which is supposed to be of central 
importance for the ' dogmatic ’ presentation of religion. 
Let us examine it and see what meaning can be put 
into it. There is great difficulty in finding what exactly 
the defenders and the assailants of the miraculous mean 
by a miracle or a supernatural event. They seem, how- 
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ever, to be thinking chiefly of the causes of the event ; a 
' supernatural ' occurrence is one that is caused or pro- 
duced in a way absolutely unlike all the ways in which 
events are usually produced ; at any rate, great stress 
is laid on the necessity of a distinction in kind between 
supernatural events and all others. A miracle is some- 
times said to be a act of the Creator — so unique 

and special as to appear to us to be an interference 
with the ordinary course of events ; but this is not a 
difference in kind, if the ordinary course of events de- 
pends on and springs from the divine activity ; for this 
would mean that all things are symbols of the divine 
nature and power, but in varying degrees. The distinc- 
tion which we have in view is one wdiich in effect 
divides the universe into two separate parts, related to 
one another only through occasional acts of causation, 
proceeding from the supernatural part, and interfering 
■with the order of things in the natural part. Now 
there are two reasons why we must entirely reject all 
belief in such ^ interferences^ 

One reason — the one which has most practical influ- 
ence, though it is not final or conclusive — is that they 
are contrary to all experience. Experience, quite apart 
from 'science,' shows that there are general laws or 
kinds of orderly succession in the course of events; 
such general order as appears, for instance, in the suc- 
cession of day and night, summer and winter, seed-time 
and harvest, life and death. This regular succession 
of events, in a thousand different lines, accustoms us 
from force of habit to expect that things will follow one 
another in a regular order, and this expectation is al- 
ways fulfilled. This, constitutes an overwhelming pre- 
sumption against the, reality of a miraculous event, — 
which must necessarily appear to us to be an interfer- 
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ence with this order. But it does not follow that a 
deviation from this order is impossible ; an expecta- 
tion, bred by experience and custom, that events will 
occur in a certain order is not the same thing as the 
knowledge that they must necessarily so occur, and such 
knowdedge is not in our possession. We are justified 
in approaching a narrative of an event which seems to 
be a new departure in nature with a prejudice against 
believing in it ; but this prejudice, and the presumption 
from experience on which it is founded, would have to 
give way before sufficiently strong evidence, if such 
were produced. We should have to believe even the ■ 

most extraordinary story if the evidence on which it 
rested were impregnable, though the more extraordi- 
nary the story, the more unusually strong would the 
evidence for it have to be. This is the principle that 
is generally appealed to against the miracles related in 
Hebrew and Christian tradition, according to the dog- 
matic or strictly literal interpretation thereof ; but, in ; 

this case, the controversy resolves itself into one which I 

concerns the date and authenticity of the historical i 

documents — a region of discussion which, happily, we I 

have no need to touch. | 

It is not, however, merely a matter of evidence ; we j 

can penetrate further into the question than this. i 

Suppose that some unusual or extraordinary event i 

were proved to have occurred on a certain date, it ‘ !; 

would not follow that this event was a miracle, in our | 

sense of the word. We see this at once when we con- | 

sider w^hat is the real meaning of a law of nature, in 
the sense in which science understands the term. A 
scientific law is always expressed in the form of a sup- 
position or a conditional statement ; if certain things 
happen, then they must necessarily produce certain 
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Other things, — wherever and whenever the causes occur, 
then the effect must follow. The law only ' comes into 
operation ’ when the causes actually occur in the series 
of events in space and time. But it is conceivable that 
the causes might only occur once in a thousand or a 
million years; then the law would only come into 
operation once in all that time — but there would be no 
miracle. An event might happen, the like of which 
had never been heard of within the memory of man, 
and yet not be a miracle, but happen according to law% 
This would be the instinct of scientific observers in 
such a case. They would make the most accurate re- 
cord of the event in all its circumstances, and preserve 
it in the hope that subsequent discovery might throw 
light on it, or that, at some time, it might happen 
again. They would regard it as due to the operation 
of some complicated law or law^s hitherto utterly un- 
known. Of course, such an event may be described as 
miraculous or supernatural, but this would be in an- 
other sense, and in this connection the terms would be 
misleading ; it would be better to coin a word — such as 
‘ supernormal ’ — to express the difference between these 
and ordinary events.^ But this restricted meaning of 
the ^ supernatural ’ would probably not satisfy those to 
whom the distinction of natural and supernatural seems 
of supreme importance, for it reduces this distinction 
to one of degree only. We are forced to the conclu- 
sion that if the doctrine of the miraculous, according 
to the letter of its usual expression, is carried out with 
logical strictness, a ' miracle ’ must be taken to mean 
an event whose causes can never be understood by 
human intelligence on any terms, and must ever wholly 

^ In this sense the term ‘ supernormai ’ is employed by Professor Sidgwick 
and other members of the Psychical Research Society. 
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transcend its grasp ; Mr Spencer’s ^ Unknowable ’ is the 
apotheosis of miracle. To understand or explain an 
event is simply to find in it the operation of a universal 
law of which it is an individual case ; we have first the 
general law, stated conditionally or in the form of a 
supposition: ^^The system of causes ABC D, wher- 
ever and whenever they occur, will have the effect E ; ” 
and when we find that the observed facts abed are an 
individual case of A BCD, we so far ^ understand ’ 
them. The ideal of science is the attainment of as 
many such explanatory laws as possible, so that a 
world where miracles happened would be a w^orld 
where knowledge and science were impossible. This 
is the second, and to my mind conclusive, reason for 
rejecting all belief in the miraculous, which implies 
that we can put any events in a class by themselves as 
supernatural. 

A world where miracles happened would contradict 
that attempt to understand things which is the main- 
spring of science; for, if the world is intelligible, if 
knowledge about it is possible beyond the recurring 
uniformities which experience, on the whole, shows us, 
this is only because general laws do obtain wdthin it, 
beneath the appearance; and every law, as we have 
seen, depends upon the principle that the same set of 
causes will always be followed by the same effect. 
This is the great primary postulate or demand that 
science makes upon the universe, and a demand that 
has always been fulfilled. This is evidently a deeper 
principle than the custom-bred expectation that the 
usually experienced order of things will continue; 
events utterly abrupt and unexpected may occur, and 
yet be produced by causes which always would produce 
those same effects, when the circumstances proper for 
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their operation occur. There is a well-known ancient 
hymn that concludes with the words, “ O God, in thee 
have I trusted; let me never be confounded/' Many- 
scientific workers would refuse to say that, and object 
to what is implied in it ; but this at least they must say 
— this at least science does say and alwaj^s has said : 

O Universe, in thee have I trusted, and I have never 
been confounded." Science proceeds, and can only 
proceed, on the postulate, assumption, trust, faith — > 
call it what we will — that the world will not perpet- 
ually baffle our efforts to understand it or put us to 
permanent intellectual confusion ; and this trust in the 
universe that it is rational is one kind or one direction 
of trust in God ; so far, science and religion are at one. 
We are told that the Emperor Napoleon remarked 
to the great astronomer and mathematician Laplace,. 
“ They tell me you have written this large book on the 
Mechanism of the Universe, without saying a w^ord 
about the Creator/’ Laplace replied, '‘Sire, I am not 
aware of needing any such hypothesis." Perhaps not, 
for his purpose ; but he needed the other ‘ hypothesis ’ 
or trust that we have spoken of; and this is not so- 
unrelated to what he called the ‘ hypothesis of God ’ as 
he thought.. 

We must not forget to take a clear view of the result 
at which we have arrived in the preceding discussion.- 
We have been using the word ‘ miracle ’ (' supernatural 
event ' being regarded as a synonymous expression) in 
a rigid metaphysical sense, according to which it means 
something whose explanation is for ever beyond the 
reach of our intelligence. In this sense the limits of 
the ' natural ’ are those of the intelligible or rational. 

I do not suppose that any one, worthy of being re- 
garded as a representative of any commanding phase 
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of religious thought, has in modern times consciously 
intended all that this implies ; when consistently car» 
ried out, it resolves itself into the doctrine of the two- 
fold nature of truth,’ maintained during the decline of 
Scholasticism. Traces of this ^theory,’ if such it can 
be called, are found in such writers as Lamennais and 
John Henry Newman, or— to select two names repre- 
senting a wholly different point of view — Hamilton and 
Mansel, especially the latter. We have already esti- 
mated this depreciation of Reason in the supposed 
interest of Faith ; concerning which an eminent 
Roman Catholic divine has truly said that not re- 
ligious faith, but universal scepticism, gains by the 
stroke which smites reason to the ground.” Never- 
theless many religious thinkers have written and 
spoken about this question of the miraculous, as if 
they meant that the supernatural and the incompre- 
hensible were the same ; and hence it is well to see 
clearly that this meaning is utterly untenable. But 
if our conclusion leaves the ‘ supernaturalist,’ in the 
above-mentioned strict sense of the term, no ground 
to stand upon, it leaves just as little to the ^ anti-super- 
naturalist ’ who wishes to bring all existence to the 
same plane, whether by levelling it’ up or down. 
When we have settled that the natural and the rational 
are coextensive, we have only just opened the question. 
We require in the next place to learn the laws and 
structure of intelligence in order to know what really is 
intelligible. Now there is no reason to doubt that 
a thinker — a scientific man, let us say — may argue, 
draw conclusions and systematise facts, and that these 
processes may be correct as far as they go; while 
through it all the inquirer may have a very imperfect 
comprehension of the laws knd , aims of thought itself. 
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In that case, his view of what is intelligible may be 
narrow and one-sided ; forms of real experience which 
have deep significance may be ^ incomprehensible ’ or 
^ irrational * on his view of reason, and hence may be 
in the end unreal to him.^ This is why ‘ rationalism ’ 
is often, and not unjustly, used as a term of reproach. 
A deeper insight into the laws of our intelligence and 
into the ideal which it lays upon us would lead to very 
different results. Above all this, there is no reason to 
doubt that we are far from having reached any com- 
plete or final statement of all the structural laws of 
thought, not even when we work, in the light of 
Kantian and Hegelian principles, as deeply into the 
logical constitution of thought as is possible for us here 
and now. Hence nothing can be condemned as ^ super- 
natural ' — i,e., impossible — on the ground of its being 
incomprehensible to us, unless it absolutely contradicts 
what we cannot but take to be a vital law of thinking. 

If then we change our ground and let the ^ natural ’ 
mean the known, and think of the extent of our know- 
ledge as compared with that of our ignorance, we must 
say that for man all things as yet are supernatural, 
A few scattered drops of knowledge are ours out of a 
boundless ocean that waits to be known; what shall 
we say of those ^ scientific ’ eyes that are dax^led by 
the glittering of these few drops, and cannot see the 
ocean from which they come ? Are these the measure 
of all that waits to be known ? Am I,” says Carlyle, 
'^to view the stupendous with stupid indifference be- 
cause I have seen it twice or two hundred or two 

^ Cf. the following: '‘That man lias had a liberal education . , . whose 
intellect is a clear cold logical engine, with all its parts in smooth working- 
order, and ready like a steam-engine to he turned to any kind of work ’’ 
(Huxley, Lay Sermon on Education). This is Reason at the stage of what 
Kant and Hegel call the Analytical Understanding. 
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million times ? Custom doth make dotards of us all. 
True, it is by this means we live, for man must work 
as w^ell as wonder ; and herein is custom so far a kind 
nurse, guiding him to his true benefit. But she is a 
fond, foolish nurse, or rather we are false, foolish nurs- 
lings, w^hen in our resting and reflecting hours we pro- 
long the same deception.’’ 

We shall see in the sequel that the doctrine of degrees 
in reality is the ultimate philosophical expression of the 
truth contained in the ordinary conception of a super- 
natural world. Thus, on the whole, w^e find four 
different meanings of the supernatural : first, what 
is absolutely unintelligible, and therefore impossible ; 
second, what is real as a matter of unanalysed ex- 
perience, but not yet thought out or intellectually com- 
prehended, and brought into intelligible relations with 
other known aspects of reality ; third, w^hat is not yet 
‘ known ’ — i.e., is neither experienced nor thought out ; 
fourth, what is (relatively to some kind of existence 
which we are considering) a deeper reality — the 
self-consciousness of man, relatively to the wmrld of 
^ matter and motion,’ We might add, as a fifth sense 
of the supernatural, that which is unusual according to 
the customary order of events in nature. The first of 
these meanings is alone inadmissible. 

During the last century the question between science 
and religion had quite another form ; and the way of 
viewing the matter which then prevailed has not yet 
disappeared. The attempt was always made to argue 
from the natural world to the existence of an intelligent 
Cause thereof, — just in the way in which we usually 
argue from one fact to another fact. This was in the 
days when the reality and meaning of Evolution was 
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scarcely suspected, and that only by a very tew thinkers; 
so that the physical world was believed to have been, 
on the whole, the same since its beginning. Under 
these circumstances, the relation of God to the world 
was conceived as that of Creator and Contriver, after 
the analogy of the human mind in manufacturing 
things. Let me quote Dr J. Caird’s clear and impartial 
statement of this point of view : '' The ingenuity and 
deftness of a human artificer are shown in mould- 
ing into accordance with a preconceived plan rude 
material elements which could never, by any possi- 
bility, from their own nature, have so shaped them- 
selves. If stone and wood and mortar had any natural 
tendency to grow into houses, or iron, brass, zinc, and 
other metals into watches, steam - engines, electric 
machines, the mechanist would lose credit for contriv- 
ance and dexterity; . . . but it is because the mere 
pieces of dead matter could not shape themselves into 
correlations of means with useful or beautiful ends that 
the skill of the external designer is rendered so striking. 
In like manner, when we see the rough materials of 
a world, which have no inherent tendency to frame 
themselves into such results, wrought up into planetary 
systems, vital organisms,— wrought up into innumer- 
able diversified structures, each often in itself, in form 
and function, a marvel of exquisite combination and 
contrivance, and finding itself in wondrous correspond- 
ence with the other existences around it, — this view of 
a world in which things having no natural connection 
with each other are adjusted in a marvellous way to 
each other for a definite purpose, at once suggests to 
us the presence of an external designer of infinite powder 
and wisdom, for only by the agency of such a one can 
such results be conceived possible.'' 
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If this venerable ' design argument ’ were an appeal 
to onr feeling, to our sense of beauty and proportion 
in things, then it would certainly have a value of its 
own; though it would have to be extended into a 
general view of the implications of our consciousness 
of beauty. But it is an appeal to the intellect, to be 
judged by the canons of the logical understanding, and 
from this point of view it has been shown again and 
again to be wrapped in fatal ambiguity at every step.^ 
I have not, however, introduced it for the sake of 
entering into this side of the question, but to show 
exactly in what way it has been overthrown by the 
principles with which the scientific thought of this 
century works. The argument has not been so much 
affected by the sciences dealing with inorganic matter 
(chemistry and physics) ; indeed, those physicists who 
have been interested in theology have usually exhibited 
a marked partiality for this line of proof ; in this they 
only follow the example of Newton, who at the close of 
his great work lays it down, in the manner of a self- 
evident truth, that the whole complexity of natural 
things can only have proceeded from the ^ ideas and 
will ’ of a single being of infinite power and intelligence.- 
The design argument begins by laying stress upon the 
" natural ’ inertness or incapacity of matter, and assumes 
an intelligent will to account for the forms of adaptation 
that such ‘ matter ' has received; and it is the principles, 

^ For an admirably dear and concise estimate of its value, see Dr Caird’s 
Philosophy of Religion^ ch. v. ( 2 ) ; and on the general question how far 
discursive argument can q^rove the existence’ of God, see also Upton’s 
Hihbert Lecittres, ch. ii., and Balfour’s Foundations of Belief part ii. 
ch. iv. 

Similarly the authors of The Unseen Universe ‘‘assume, as absolutely 
self-evident, the existence of a Deity who is the Creator of all things ” 
(p. 47)- . ' 
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results, and speculations of modern biology, and of 
evolutionary science in every direction, that have 
demonstrated the futility of.all argument upon these 
lines. 

In stating the design argument, we made for a 
moment the imaginary supposition that if the materials 


employed by the human artificer had any ' natural 
tendency ’ to grow into the objects he desires to make 
from them, he would deserve no credit for contrivance 
and dexterity ; his work would be merely one of cultiva- 
tion. Passing, then, to the case of the supernatural 
designer and the dead formless matter out of which 
he creates a world of law, order, and beauty, we find 
that the corresponding supposition is actually realised. 
Dead matter, as there is reason to believe — that is tO; 
say, what appears to us to be dead matter— has been 
capable of giving birth to the most rudimentary forms 
of life at some stupendous distance of time ; in the 
beginning all forms of life were indistinguishable, like 
mere specks of jelly ; in the course of time they gradu- 
ally diverged from one another, and grew more and more 
different until at last they attained the almost infinite 
variety we now find ; all the enormous differences that 
have arisen can be accounted for by the relations of the 
living creatures to one another and to their environ- 
ment; and, above all, the human race, viewed on its 
bodily side, or measured by its physical organisation, 
is simply one among the other species of animals, of 
like origin with them. There seems, then, nothing left 
for the supernatural designer to, do. It is true that the 
supernaturalist can appeal to' the: difficulty of represent- 
ing the origin of life, and insist' that a special, unique 
act is required for its origination— as also in the case of 
consciousness, or at any rate of the human conscious- 
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ness ; but these are admittedly appeals to ignorance, 
and must necessarily be overthrown with the removal 
of that ignorance ; and, further, in the case of mind, all 
indications of biology and psycholog)?' point to the 
conclusion that the dawn of consciousness is coeval 
with the dawn of life, that there has been a continuous 
growth from the primeval rudimentary germs of feeling 
up to the complex forms of mental life which manifest 
themselves in us, and that this growth in complexity 
of mental life has proceeded pari passii> with growth 
in complexity of nervous organisation. Not only 
man’s erect gait and noble bearing are now held 
to have originated in the course of a vast process 
of evolution, but his whole intellectual and moral 
power, — his speech, his reason, his conscience; and 
all this upward growth can only have been accom- 
plished at the cost of continual effort and struggle 
and pain. 

No conclusion can be drawn from the mere diffi- 
ciilty, or even the apparent impossibility, of explaining 
the origin of life from ^matter,’ or of consciousness 
from organic life: for this difficulty may be only 
due to science having taken a limited view of the 
nature of what we call ‘matter,’ or to the fact that 
science in professing to deal with matter is dealing 
only with certain aspects of what we mean by material 
reality — namely, those aspects of it which are cap- 
able of measurement or quantitative treatment. The 
sciences which deal specially with its ‘ properties ’ — 
physics and chemistry — are eager to tell us that they 
know nothing of what matter really is; they only 
know that it is something quite other than what it 
appears to be. This seems to be — from their point 
of view — the only certain conclusion. We may sug- 
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gest, however, with Lot2:e, that what a thing is appears 
in its action, so that the true nature of matter only 
appears in what it does, and what it produces ; the 
true nature of the antecedent cause only appears in 
the effect. This view may be expressed in Tyndall's 
words (from the famous address to the British Asso- 
ciation ) ; if we are to understand what evolution really 
is, ‘Sve must radically revise our notions of 
and discern in it ^‘the promise and potency of ever}^ 
form of life.” If matter has ‘ evolved ’ or given birth 
to life, consciousness, rationality, freedom, morality, 
we may not think that these are anything less than they 
seem, but that ^ matter ’ is something far more than it 
seems. By this is meant that if dead matter, or what 
appears to be such, passes naturally into organic life, 
it is because the former implicitly contains the capa- 
city for organising itself;^ if organic life passes into 
fulty conscious life, it is because the former already 
contains the principle through which consciousness 
arises ; and so on. From this point of view we over- 
come the separation between man and the world which 
is at once vital to the design argument, and fatal to it. 
We may question the legitimacy of this line of thought, 
but we cannot found a theology on the contrast be- 
tween what %ve arbitrarily choose to consider the 
‘ natural ’ incapacities of matter and the actual order 
and harmony of the material world ; we can never 
again try to pass ''from Nature up to Nature's God,” 
as the old arguments tried to do. To my mind it 
seems clear that if we regard nature by itself, in ab- 
straction from man's consciousness and intelligence, 

^ Or, as we may otherwise express it, the former depends on or is con- 
ditioned by a deeper reality . which has this higher capacity ; and similarly 
in the case of the other transitions. 
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it is as easy to regard the world as the offspring of 
blind forces as of an intelligent will. Yet it was 
nature, viewed thus in an irrational abstraction, 
that was considered the best starting-point for a 
constructive argument to ‘ prove the existence^ of 
God. 

The problem wears a very different form at the 
present day. We are learning that there can be no 
question of proving the existence of God, in the sense 
in which these words were once understood. We know 
that man exists and thinks and acts; and we know 
that the universe of physical things exists and is ap- 
parently boundless ; but we cannot with any meaning 
speak of proving the existence of anything outside 
of man and nature. He who asks for proof that 
there is ^ a God/ or who declares himself an atheist, 
shows, I should say, that he scarcely understands the 
matter he is talking about. The question is only as to 
the relation of man and nature. What is man’s place 
in nature ? What is our origin ? What may we know, 
and what may we reasonably hope for, as to our 
destiny? As the century draws to a close, there is 
a growing tendency to get the great problem stated 
in these terms, — at once the simplest and the clearest : 
What are we ? What are we here for ? Hard as this 
problem is to deal with, it is not bewildering ; but it is 
bewildering to begin, as theology used to do, with a 
multitude of queries and arguments concerning the 
nature and character of God. It is becoming manifest 
that we can only know what God is by first knowing 
what man is. Hence ^philosophy’ has been not un- 
fittingly defined as the clearest and deepest form of 
human self-consciousness, for its problem is the same 
as that of theology. Professor T* H. Green truly said 
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that theology — that is, dogmatic or systematic theology 
—and philosophy are related to one another simply as 
the uncritical and critical methods of dealing with the 
same problem. Let us endeavour to arrive at some 
reliable general principles by which we may be guided 
in considering this problem. 
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CHAPTER IL 

THE NATURE AND AIMS OF PHILOSOPHY. 

Frequently it is pointed out that the habit of isolat- 
ing and abstracting one inquiry from others within the 
^ magic sphere ’ of Philosophy is a fruitful source of 
error and cpnfusion. Philosophy, like Wordsworth’s 
cloud, moves all together ; we cannot isolate and come 
to a final conclusion upon one problem without thereby 
prejudicing our conclusions upon all the others. With- 
out. denying this, it is just as important to remember 
that Philosophy, unlike the cloud, must be a whole of 
parts that can be intelligibly distinguished, and not a 
region formless within and without. That is no whole 
which does not consist of parts which are clearly dis- 
tinguishable just because the nature of their mutual 
relation and connection is understood ; and the ^parts’ 
of Philosophy are not unrelated inquiries, but differ- 
ences of method within the One inquiry. 

The significance of these general observations will 
appear more clearly in what follows. 

, § I. Let us first consider the nature and aims of 

Psychology. It has been well said that Psychology 
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may be concisely defined as the description and ex- 
planation of conscious states as such. This statement 
indicates both its standpoint, or the subject-matter to 
which it limits itself, and its method. 

The subject-matter of Psychology is conscious states 
as such ; in other words, it is necessary, but also suffi- 
cient, if any fact is to have import for the science of 
Ps3^chology as this is now understood, that it enter 
into or form part of some one’s experience, some in- 
dividual’s conscious life : and the processes by which 
it is appropriated into that life form the problem for 
Psychology. Hence this science deals with mental 
life not as the latter appears through outward sighs, 
but as it is for the individual who lives the life : and 
it starts from the self-consciousness or self-knowledge 
which is current in ordinary experience. In technical 
language : Psychology us interested in any event only 
in so far as it is a Presentation to a conscious Subject ; 
indeed no other account, at once consistent and per- 
fectly general, can be given of the facts with which the 
science deals — facts of mind. In so far as they are 
equally Presentations to a Subject, they , are of equal 
importance to the psychologist; he is not concerned 
to estimate them by any standard of Worth, as, for 
instance, Ethics would do. We must carefully observe 
that by the term Subject, at the present stage, is 
implied no more than was implied by the terms ' some 
one/ ' some individual — f.e., that conscious states only 
exist as gathered together in the unity and continuity 
of a single life. Each conscious Subject is thus a 
relatively permanent ^finite centre’ — if I may so adapt 
Mr Bradley’s phrase-— or , a centre controlling a finite 
circumference. The most general definition of a psy^ 
chicai fact is, that it must fell within such a ' circum^ 
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ference ’ — less than this the conception cannot mean; 
and the conception of the Subject Js that of a unit}^ 
and continuity of the many distinguishable facts or 
states — less than this it cannot mean. There is no 
groundj so far, for assuming that the function of the 
Subject is exhausted in such unification, or that we 
cannot fill in the conception of the Subject and make 
it more determinate.^ We know that it must be at 
least a unifying principle : and that we cannot get 
behind the unity of consciousness, is fully recog- 
nised in the most representative modern works on 
Psychology. 

By the ^ explanation ’ of mental facts, and also when- 
ever speaking of a ' scientific ’ treatment of such facts, 
I shall understand their reduction to one and the same 
fundamental type : in other words, the reduction of 
their seemingly endless variety and complexity to 
modes of one and the same fundamental principle, 
operative throughout. We aim at showing that every 
actual state of mind is capable of being represented 
in the form / h', c^')~—always the same function of 

three variables ^ c- ; all variety being due, not to 

variation in the form of the function or in the natui'e 
of the constituents a, 5, c, relatively to one another, but 
only to variations in the quality or intensity or other 
pi'oper characteristic of each : these characteristics are 
symbolised by the exponents .v, y, z. In such a case, 
what we have represented as / {a, 5, c) is a principle 
of scientific explanation, or as we may otherwise ex- 
press it, a '^^tool of analysis.’’ The aim of science, as 

~ It may be said that the whole problem of Philosophy consists in 
determining the nature of the Subject, . 

- I say threCi but we shall have .to come in contact with theories which 
fix on two, or even one only, 
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we shall see later on, is simply to attempt for particular 
kinds of Reality or existence what Philosophy attempts 
for all Reality known to us — to explain the variety as 
manifestations or modes of working of a single Power 
or Principle. It will be seen that this method must 
go beyond that of merely empirical description, or 
kisioria nafuralis in the old sense of the term ; and we 
may, with Lehmann,^ contrast the w’ork of Bain and 
Nahlowsky, in the department of Feeling, as instances 
respectively of the purely empirical treatment and the 
treatment which proceeds by explanation on the ground 
of a general psychological principle. Such purely em- 
pirical treatment of a region of mental fact cannot be 
more than the material for science — it is not itself 
science. It may, however, be unconsciously employ* 
ing, or tending to employ, some scientific principle ; 
it may again implicitly involve two or three conflict- 
ing principles, as seems to be the case with the work 
of Professor James. The tendency of Bain’s work 
throughout is certainly in the direction of what has 
been called Presentationism and Automatism ; the 
same is the case with James’s work in the department 
of Emotion. 

In explaining by means of such a principle, our 
method will have to be one of Analysis, — analysis 
directed upon the present concrete facts, in order to 
elucidate the present and past history of mind. At 
this point I may fittingly distinguish the various 
psychological methods which have actually been em- 
ployed, and at the same time indicate an exact sense 
in which the terms ‘ analytic ’ and ^ historical ’ may 
be used. First must be signalised a method of great 
historical importance which is here categorically re- 
^ GefuhlsUhen^ pp. 5, 6. , 
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jected. It aims at showing how the facts of mind may 
be built up out of elements which are assumed to be 
capable of having existed previously in a state of 
mutual independence, more or less. This method al- 
ways tends to be atomistic, and its assumptions are 
analogous to those of Mechanics, when the develop- 
ment of mind is viewed as a process of mechanical 
aggregation ; or they are analogous to those of Chem- 
istry when it is viewed as a process of combination. 
Surely the only philosophical and reasonable method 
is to work back from the present, the known, to the 
unknown, observing what elements may disappear pro- 
vided it still remains possible to say intelligibly that 
some kind of psychical life remains. Now, as Dr 
Ward and Professor James have most forcibly urged, 
it is only in a figurative way that we can speak of 
distinct elements in, or ‘ parts ’ of, the field of presenta- 
tion; we have first a more or less definite field and 
then a change within this field, and so on ; and while 
these changes continue — in other words, as long as 
we are conscious — there is no breach of continuity. 
Again, we find that as the intensity of consciousness 
diminishes this continuum does not cease to be such 
and pass into discrete parts, but that differences and 
distinctions within it disappear. What we approach 
is a ^continuum in which differences are latent,’ or an 
^ indefinite homogeneity.’ This, then, on grounds of 
experience, may be taken as the type of mental growth, 
so far as intellection, the growth of the life of ideas, is 
concerned : the explicit coming to light of what was 
previously implicitly present — ^the progressive discern- 
ment of differences in a continuum where differences 
were previously latent. The distinction of elements 
within the continuum implies their being f elated: the 
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complexity and multiplicity of the elements related 
and that of the relations increase pari passu. If this 
view of mental development be rejected — and if re- 
jected for intellection it cannot of course be retained for 
feeling and volition— I can see no alternative but to 
accept the theory of psychical atomism in its most 
complete and consistent form. It is open to the objec- 
tions that we have to invent our ultimate elements, and 
cannot show that they have ever existed ; that we have 
to a certain extent to invent the laws of their com- 
bination; and that even then we have no possibility 
of so applying them as to read off and predict par- 
ticular facts in the way done in Physics and Chemistry* 
In these sciences, even if the assumptions — of ‘ atoms/ 
&c. — could be regarded as merely a ‘ hypothetical 
fiction/ they are fictions which have some justification 
because they are useful, and enable us to frame general 
laws from which consequences can be deduced in 
anticipation of experience. When an atomistic psy- 
chologist can write a biography in advance, then we 
may respect his hypotheses. 

The tendenc}^ at the present time appears to be to 
pass entirely beyond the atomistic point of view, and 
to represent the growth of mind as a process of organic 
development after the manner of Biology. But the 
biological principle of development requires a philo- 
sophical interpretation — in other words, it requires to 
be critically, clearly, and distinctly stated; and this 
the specialists, in Biology and Psychology alike, seem 
strangely reluctant to do. However, we may regard 
the principle on the one hand as simply excluding all 
idea of a growth or aggregation from, without— an ex- 
ternal combination of fact to fact as mind develops ; 
and on the other hand as simply affirming — without 
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explaining — a growth from within ; so that the growth 
of intellection and feeling alike is viewed as an un- 
folding of subjective capacit}^ and resources. To 
develop this view and to show the ^how’ of the 

^ growth from within/ would be in effect to adopt the 

principle which Aristotle formulated as evexa 

ovcrLa ^; : the end being regarded as implicit in the 
beginning, — the development as the product of that 
which develops. In so far as we are unable to carry 
it out in this way, the biological ’ view of mental 
development approximates to a method which, though 
constantly used, is not usually characterised with 
sufficient definiteness and distinguished from others. 
This method we may call the impartially historical : 
it aims simply at investigating the chai'acteristics of 
the facts of mind, in their chronological order, as 
gradually more complex forms appear. Its question 
is, What is the order (in time) in which the facts ap- 
pear in the normal mind? This mere time-order is 
the only principle of connection between "higher’ and 
" lower ’ forms which it attempts to use. It would aim 
only at describing the characteristics of each higher 
form of feeling or intellection as it emerges, and ob- 
serving the order in which these forms emerge. This 
indeed seems to be all that we are able to do in the 
present unsatisfactory state of our science. In most 
of the existing psychologies the idea of development 
appears to oscillate between this historical view and 
the atomistic view. This vagueness is especially evi- 
dent in the treatment of Feeling. 

The Analytic method, of which I spoke, relies on 
introspection and on every possible means of helping 
and verifying introspection> In no sense whatever is 
such an analysis a division into parts capable of ex- 
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isting separately : we analyse a mental fact when we 
are able by discrimination to become aware of its 
several features or elements. ^ Introspection ’ is no 
attitude special and peculiar to the psychologist, nor 
can it be compared to an inner sense or perception. 
Introspection is simply a particular case of self-con- 
sciousness : we are self-conscious when we reflect upon 
certain of our mental functions as ours, and this is 
introspection. In ordinary life the interest of such 
reflection lies for the most part in idiosyncrasies ; the 
scientific introspection of the psychologist is the same 
process, extended and made as systematic as possible, 
and directed to the end of discovering not personal 
peculiarities but characteristics shared by all minds. 
Indeed it would be going too far to say that the 
psychological reflection even of the practical or pre- 
scientific stage is merely personal. The natural as- 
sociations of individuals in the family and in civic 
life practically necessitate a reflection — though it is 
scarcely conscious — which results in a knowledge of 
mind, confused and superficial, yet containing the 
germs of scientific knowledge. Again, beyond the 
knowledge which is sufficient for merely practical 
needs, a more theoretical reflection becomes possible 
with the development of language, and above all of 
literature, for then we can have, so to speak, per- 
manent embodiments of mental life, in which various 
forms of mental experience are concretely described. 
This prepares the way for the more thorough, and 
more general, reflective analyses of the scientific psy- 
chologists. 

The analytic side of Psychology has been much 
neglected, in comparison with the historical, in recent 
treatises. This is especially seen in the Psychology of 
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Judgment and Reasoning.^ In some works these — the 
vei}^ elements of cognition which are most prominent 
in our actual conscious experience — are almost ignored. 
We look in vain in any of our Psychologies for a com- 
plete analytical^ descriptive treatment of these. As a 
matter of fact^ it has come about that they are most 
strangely and arbitrarily separated from Psychology 
and brought under the head of ^ Logic/ along with 
various epistemological matters, and with fragments of 
other psychological matters and of metaphysics. I 
maintain that a considerable part of the discussion 
in such Logics as those of Ueberweg, Lot2;e, Sigwart, 
Bradley, and Bosanquet, is purely psychological, and 
ought to have a prominent place in aii}^ ^ Psychology 
of Cognition ’ that deserves the name. Of course the 
title of a treatise discussing these subjects is a matter 
of no importance ; the main point is, Is there any 
principle by reference to which they can be conclusively 
separated from Psychology? It is usually said that 
Logic is a regulative or normative science, showing 
how we "ought’ to reason: it treats of the "ideal/ 
while Psychology treats of the f actual,’ showing how 
we do reason. This distinction seems to me to be 
rather worse than useless ; it obscures the whole matter 
by introducing the complicated metaphysical problem 
of what is the true relation and contrast between the 
ideal and the actual, between " ought ’ and " is.’ ^ In 
the first place, we must ask, what exactly is meant by 
saying that Logic shows us how we ought to reason ? 
Surely that it shows us what the true nature of reason- 

^ In both respects Mr Stout’s Aft&lytic Psychology is a noteworthy excep- 
tion. 

2 It must surely be evident that this distinction is not more easy to define 
in the sphere of Intellect than in that of Conduct. 
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iiig is — it shows us its essential differentia^ which is 
simph* the nature of the process itself. So far as any 
process of thought is fallacious or false reasonings it 
is not reasoning; its links must be more or less non- 
rational in character, being determined by the force of 
feeling, of custom or habit or ‘ authority^’ or other 
processes which it is the business of Psychology to 
investigate. Unless, then, it can be denied that 
reasoning is an actual process of the mind, we must 
admit that it is the business of Psychology to show us 
what reasoning is-, since Psychology has to deal with 
mental processes. It may be replied : Certainly 

reasoning is an ' actual process of the mind,’ but Logic 
does not treat it as such ; Logic treats it in abstraction 
from the concurrent non-rational processes such as the 
sources of error you have mentioned : it treats the 
intellect per se, investigating only its organic functions, 
so that human knowledge is viewed as it were sub specie 
ceternitaiis^ as the possession of mind in general.” 
Now, all Psychology may be said to deal with ^mind 
in general ’ in the sense that it is not biography nor a 
record of personal peculiarities, but deals with the 
normal mind ; further, the ^ abstraction ’ referred to 
by the objector is merely one first from the processes 
of the emotional or conative order which develop con- 
currently with those of intellection, and then in part 
from the processes of sensation, ideation, and ' redin- 
tegration,’ viewed as non-rational. ^ Logic ’ cannot 
abstract entirely from the latter, as even a cursory 
glance at any treatise — except, of course, on ' formal ’ 
Logic — will show. The objector simply points out 
that the higher Psychology of cognition is a distinct 
branch of the science, and this no one would deny; we 
are obliged to treat mental functions to a certain extent 
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in abstraction from one another. We may take the 
particular case of Belief; the objector presumably 
would say that Logic treats Belief with reference to its 
intellectual contents and its reasons or grounds, while 
Psychology cannot do more than investigate its causes : 
in this science we “work with the category of cause 
and effect,” dealing with mere events.” If the latter 
assertion is more than a tautology I should meet it 
with a direct denial : the principle of cause and effect, 
as w^e shall see, has a special meaning for each special 
science — for Physics, Chemistry, Biology, and Psychol- 
ogy: hence to say that in the last-named science we 
use the category of causality is either to say that we 
make Psychology a branch of one of the lower sciences, 
or that in Psychology we use psychological principles — 
the specific principles of that science which distinguish 
it from the others. Coming, then, to the case of Belief, 
we must observe that this is a total state of mind or 
psychosis, involving Intellection, Feeling, and actual or 
nascent Volition, It is a result of the social and other 
environment acting on the previous mental development 
as a whole, in any stage of which the same three 
elements maybe discovered at work; the intellectual 
causes, as such, include the logical Reasons, so far as 
reasoning operates in producing or sustaining the belief. 
In other words, the so-called ^logical' reasons form 
simply one element in the organic unit}^ of the concrete 
psychical causality which has produced the belief, and 
which is for Psychology to unravel if it can be done. 

If it be said that Logic must investigate not merely 
the rational grounds which as a matter of fact are 
assigned for belief, but its ultimate grounds and reasons, 
this must signify that Logic inquires into the meaning 
of Truth and Error as such, and, into the ultimate rela- 
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tion between knowing and being which is expressed in 
the conviction that Truth must be true of Reality. 
This brings us to what is perhaps the most funda- 
mental principle on which the attempt is made to 
ground a distinction between Logic and Psychology. 
Logic inquires into the distinction of the true and the 
false, the former being an Ideal at which we ought to 
aim in our thought— an end to which the process of 
thought should be directed. Psychology cannot investi- 
gate the grounds of this distinction or show its ultimate 
significance. It may be possible, however, for us to 
show how the distinction is used in the organisation of 
thought and knowledge ; and since this is to deal with 
the processes and results of mental functions, it would 
be within the sphere of Psychology. The question, 
How does knowledge ‘ physiologically and morpho- 
logically ' organise itself in the collective mind ? is a 
psychological matter. For knowledge is essentially a 
social function, pointing through the medium of lan- 
guage outwards from mind to mind. The analytical 
Psychology of cognition requires us to introduce the 
conception of the ^ collective mind,’ and to emphasise 
that social function of thought which is its essential 
aim.^ We may say that the Ideal of pure thought or 
knowledge requires that the intellectual contents of 
different minds shall be in all respects similar : and 
this similarity suggests a deeper identity. Only through 
such a kingdom of intelligences can the intellectual 
ideal be realised. Hence in this department of the 
science we pass entirely beyond the subjective point of 

^ There is a corresponding deficiency in historical Psychology. It has 
been justly remarked that the growth of our common intellectual inheritance 
requires to be dealt with by a branch of Psychology which is missing— a 
genetic Psychology of the general ot collective mind. 
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view — almost akin to that of solipsism, as though all 
that existed were the contents of a single individual 
mind — which characterises the Psychology of sensation 
and imagination, and to which the whole science is 
sometimes supposed to be limited. 

Our conclusion, then, is that Logic must be identi- 
fied with Epistemology or the Theory of Knowledge, if 
it is to be distinguished from Psychology : its centra! 
problems are, What is the ultimate meaning of Truth ? 
what are the conditions of its attainment ? Epistem- 
ology is continuous with the higher Psychology of cog- 
nition ; but the former develops the latter in such a way 
as to transfer what we may call its centre of gravity to 
a new sphere. Let us now investigate the bearings of 
these inquiries more fully, particularly in their relation 
to Metaphysics or Ontology. 

§ 2. The two basal elements of knowledge — it will be 
agreed on all hands — are the consciousness of self and 
the consciousness of an objective world from which 
the self is distinguished. Between these two the posi- 
tive relation and the difference are equally essential- 
The self distinguishes itself from the world, but recog- 
nises that its relations to the world alone give to its 
theoretical and practical activities any significance.. 
Each of these two modes of consciousness is a process 
of thought-knowledge, and like all knowledge is a pro- 
cess of reference, — the reference being in the one case 
to the reality of self, in the other to reality other than 
self. Let us examine some of the characteristics of 
the former. 

The central fact of consciousness seems to be the 
powder of becoming self-conscious. In the mind of the 
individual there gradually becomes organised an idea 
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of self as a person of a certain character, with certain 
tendencies and habits ; and the reference to self occurs 
upon the more or less definite emergence of this idea 
. in consciousness. This idea, like every other, may fail 
indefinitely short of the reality— that is, of the indi- 
vidual’s nature as it verily is— but this is irrelevant for 
our present purpose. The meaning and significance of 
the idea lies in the reference to self, which is funda- 
mental in it. In this matter the position of Descartes 
surely is unassailable. The irreducible fact of my ex- 
istence is ‘ I am thinking,’ which simpl}^ means ^ I am 
conscious of . . . This is the actual concrete fact. 
It is impossible not to believe that the states, affec- 
tions, or modes of consciousness are rny states, — that 
they belong to me as- Subject. Descartes preferred to 
say, “ In knowing them as mine I know that I exist.” 
But it is less ambiguous to express the matter thus : 
the only account, presenting itself as immediately in- 
telligible, that I can give of my existence is, I am 
conscious of presentations” — i,e,, of perceptions, mental 
images, ideas, memories, opinions, knowledges, and the 
like ^ — and the only corresponding explanation of their 
reality is, they are constituents of my conscious life. 
In being conscious of them, I immediately experience — 
as well as reflectively know about — a life of Feeling and 
Activity in relation to them. Hence, although no state 
of Feeling or Activity can ever be an element in a pre- 
sentation as such, I know what I mean by both terms. 
This distinction was clearly pointed out by Berkeley. 
In his phraseology we cannot have an idea of Feeling 

i It win be observed that these are not all « subjective states’ in the 
■usual sense of the phrase— ’ the sense in which the play of dream and 
reverie is so : the greater portion, of the modes of * presentation ’ we have 
mentioned are real objective knowledges. 
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Activity i.e., we cannot have them objectified as 

them I have some notion of my mind and its acts 
about Ideas, inasmuch as I know or understand what 
IS meant by these words.” i What we hSe sS mtt 

every mo'lrn '“f self-conscious at 

eveiy moment of our lives. As a matter of fact it is 

denke [I am consdous] muss alle meine Vorstellun'en 
g eiten lonnen. However absorbed we may be" in 
objective events or in trains of ideas, their reference to 
our self may emerge at any moment. 

J.U ^ being, such as the self which 

O us is, we have the essential element in the 
meaning of the word Substance. This view used to 
find expression m such phrases as that the human 
spirit is a ‘simple and indivisible Substance.’ There 

dmni provided it is understood 

simply as an analytical statement of the meaning of 
he term Substance. There have been, too often 
traces of a tendency to speak as if the word Substance 
had a meaning quite apart from its application to the 
human self: thus Descartes concludes, “I am a Sub! 
stance whose nature or essence it is to think.” From 
the same point of view, the self is often described as a 
_ substrate, underlying substance,’ &c. The apparent 
implication of all this is, that the self is in some mys- 
terious way separate from its own states, and looks m 
at them as a spectator. This is characteristic of a pre- 
Kantian mode of thought, which has not yet died out. 

n toe other hand, there is the tendency, which has its 
origin in Kant, to limit the use of the conception of 

1 Principles of Human Htmoledge, §§ 89, 142 ; cf. §§ 135, 137. , , , 
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Substance, as that of Causality, to the interpretation 
of external phenomena, and to deny its applicabilit}/ to 
consciousness and self-consciousness, which are sup- 
posed either to be beyond the pale of 'scientific | 
knowledge, — the view of Positivism; or to require 
'higher’ categories for their interpretation,— the view 
of Hegelian Idealism. I think we must conclude that 
the category of Substance, like that of Causality, has 
different meanings for the different sciences, and that 
its fullest and truest meaning is found in its psycho- 
logical reference alone. Akin to the same pre- Kantian 
view is the distinction of a ' pure ’ and an ' empirical ’ 
Ego, on which great stress is sometimes laid. Lofze, 
with his usual penetrating accuracy of thought, clears 
up these confusions: "The fact of the unity of con- 
sciousness is CO ipso at once the fact of the existence of 
a Substance ; we do not need ... to seek in an ex- 
traneous and superior ' substance,’ supposed to be 
known beforehand, the source from which the Subject 
would have the capacity of figuring as the centre of 
manifold actions and affections.” ^ Our view, then, 
cannot be disturbed by Professor Huxley’s criticism of 
the Cartesian cogito ergo sumJ^ He supposes that the 
existence of a self — as also of reality other than self — 
is simply a hypothesis to account for the facts of con- 
sciousness, which may be self-existent. This separa- 
tion of the ' r and the ' thought ’ must inevitably 
result in the position of Hume. The 'thought,’ as 
such, unreferred to self, is not the concrete fact; the 
only concrete fact is as Descartes states it, for w’-e only 
know thought as self-existent (that is, unreferred) when 
it is merely a temporary state in the life of a being that 

1 Me^apkysic Tr.), § 243. 

^ See his Mssay on Descartes, 
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is continually self-consciGus, referring its states to it- 
self as Subject. Thought only exists in this personal 
form ; by abstraction we can think of it as self-existent, 
but it is never found to be so in the real world. We 
do not, therefore, have on the one side ^ something 
called thought ’ the whole concrete conscious life), 
and on the other hand ^ something called 1/ and attempt 
to ' explain ’ the former by reference to the latter. Self 
is realised or lived or completely manifested in the 
actual threefold process of conscious life. There is no 
^substance’ of the soul to be known apart from the 
actual mental life ; in so far as you know the funda- 
mental constitutive processes of that life, as shown by 
Psychology and Logic, you know the ^ substance of the 
soul.’ On the other hand, the concrete mental life 
does not mean the fleeting presentations and transient 
ebullitions of feeling ; the deeper currents are the 
easiest to overlook, but are none the less ^ facts.' 

Such considerations as those which have been urged 
in favour of the recognition of the psychological sub- 
ject receive more sympathy from psychologists at the 
present time than used to be the case. Indeed the 
only question is, how far the acknowledgment of 
such a unity and continuity of consciousness can be 
kept free from metaphysical implications. Thus, Dr 
Ward maintains^ that the assumption may be kept 
as free from such implications as may '‘the assump- 
tion of a biological individual or organism with which 
it is so closely connected ; " but he immediately goes 
on to point out that this analogy must not be pushed 
too far, "If we find anything among the facts of 
Psychology comparable to the parts or organs of the 
animal body, these are the ideas, objects, or presenta- 
^ Mind, yol. viil. pp. 466, 467. 
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tions which constitute the contents of consciousness : 
in the unity of this content at any moment and its 
continuity from moment to moment, we have a certain 
counterpart to the unity and continuity of the bod}^ 
Still this unity and continuity is not [all of] what we 
mean by the psychological Subject : on the contrary, 
we look to this Subject for an explanation of this 
unity/’ He adds the very pertinent observation that 
we may have to look to it too for an explanation of 
the unity of the organism : ‘‘ at any rate, as soon as 
the biologist regards the organism as adapted to the 
end of living, or of surviving in the struggle for exist- 
ence — thereby giving to life a meaning other than that 
of a series of physical processes — he has changed his 
front; for such teleological references imply feeling, 
and effort or impulse as the result of feeling; and it 
is just these purely psychological facts of feeling and 
impulse which compel us to recognise a Subject of 
consciousness as well as a unity and continuity of 
consciousness.” Now if the Subject of consciousness 
were no more than a unifying principle — if the con- 
ception of the Subject signified no more than a unity 
of the manifold presentations — -then we might fairly 
argue that the recognition of it could be kept clear 
of ‘metaphysical implications.’ But as is admirably 
pointed out in the passage quoted above, we assume 
a central unity of Feeling and Activity as well as 
of Intellection, — a centre of actions and affections 
which cannot be reduced to presentations. Could 
this be reconciled with a ‘ double-aspect ’ or ‘ monistic ’ 
metaphysics without emptying it of all its significance? 
Obviously not:, hence; it, is really a metaphysical as- 
sumption. We shall see at a later stage to what 
extent, and why, it is so. 
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§ 3, Let us now observe some of the characteristics 
of the reference to reality other than self. Our pre- 
sentational states, when appearing in the medium of 
those relations implied in judgment, continually refer 
themselves to a reality which we know by their means. 
In ordinary life and thought, it is just in this aspect 
that we are specially interested in them, as true or 
false, as a means whereby truth or truths may be ob- 
tained and error avoided ; we treat them consistently 
as significant, as ideas of somethmg, as representative 
or symbolic of a world of facts.” The reality here 
referred to is an independent world or system of related 
facts ; ^ independent ’ only as being distinguished from 
the growing changing thought of individuals about it. 
Such a system is implied in the very notion of Truth. 
The differentia of judgment, the statement of which is 
as old as Aristotle, is that it may be true or false, 
according as the ideal relation that I have framed 
holds objectively, between the facts, or not : that is, 
according as it can or cannot be referred to the real 
system. The relation or reference that we are en- 
deavouring to define is not one of mere correspon- 
dence:^ we cannot get outside our own thought 
and call it true if it ^ corresponds ’ with reality, 
false if it does not; but every judgment refers to 
Reality and consists in explicitly filling in, or 
determining, our conception of some portion of 

^ The conception that the forms of Thought through which knowledge 
is organised are pm^allel to, or correspond to, the forms of real existence is 
maintained by an important school of Epistemologists. This conception is 
dealt with, historically and critically, by Professor Adamson, Encyclopedia 
Britannica^ art. Logic, pp. 797 and 802. There is a strained sense in 
which the idea of correspondence is applicable to the case, but its associa- 
tions ail point in the wrong direction. ' 
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Reality.^ This conception of an objective system of 
facts — so far, undetermined in nature — connected by 
relations which are so far undetermined in character, 
is the least that we can mean when speaking of 
‘ trans-subjective ’ or ^ extra -conscious ’ reality or re- 
alities. It is the most abstract expression we can give 
to the general conception of reality which is implicit 
in objective judgments. 

From reality in this sense must be carefully dis- 
tinguished what is usually called ^ material ’ reality.. 
This simply means the concrete sensuous content of 
present perception, with its invariable characteristics 
of Extension in three dimensions and Duration : the 
exclusive focus of immediate perception, which lights 
up its content.” ^ Notwithstanding its aggressive qual- 
ities, it would be absurd to maintain the independent 
reality of this fluctuating fragment. What we call mat- 
ter — the material apparently given in this primary 
presentation— is always the experience of a particular 
percipient Subject at a particular time and place; what- 
ever more it may be, it is always a ^ here-now ’ for some 
one. In Berkeley’s phraseology, its esse necessarily 
involves percipi : but it does not follow that its esse is 
exhausted in percipi , — in other words, that it consists 
merely of ideas in my mind in the Berkeleian sense. 
It must be borne in mind that in speaking of " matter ’ 
we are speaking only of matter as appearing in imme- 
diate perception. The world with which the material 
sciences (Physics and Chemistry) deal — the world of 
atoms or material centres in constant motion — is not 

^ Since we are now dealing with ohjectim judgments, the question of 
how far these statements apply, to self-knowledge— to judgments of 
‘introspection/ so-called— is deferred : see § 4. 

^ Cf. Bradley, Logk, bk. I. ch. il §§ 23-27. 
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perceived. The attempt sometimes made to put it on 
a level with what is given in sense by saying that if our 
senses and instruments were fine enough we should 
perceive these motions, seems to me to be a superficial 
evasion, vSuch senses would be altogether unlike any- 
thing to which can apply the name: the abstract 
possibility of new senses, showing us entirely new 
aspects of reality, has no bearing on the question: we 
cannot conceive or intelligibly talk about such senses 
until we have actual experience of them. To resume; 
the plain man’s recoil from the doctrine that ^ matter ’ 
consists simply of ‘ states of consciousness ’ seems 
thoroughly justified ; and equally justified is the recoil 
of all reflective thinkers from the idea that the ^matter’ 
which we perceive exists, exactly as we perceive it, in- 
dependently of any and every percipient consciousness. 
We have to keep carefully to the strait and narrow 
way between these two quicksands of Crude Idealism 
and Crude Realism. What is called 'matter,’ if sup- 
posed to exist independently and for itself, is a hypos- 
tatised abstraction — a fiction coined from nonentity. 
But the objective system referred to in knowledge, is 
neither material nor immaterial : being defined as 
above, it is so far — for us, for our knowledge — not 
determined as the one or the other. Its further deter- 
mination is a matter for Ontology, As we shall see 
presently, the physical sciences consist simply of at- 
tempts partially to determine it,^ — ^just as Psychology 
is an attempt partially to determine self-consciousness 
or the 'conscious system’ of mind as such, which is 
the object of all judgments referring to self.^ Know- 
ledge is a growth with two branches, which begin by 
diverging, — the one pointing inwards, the other out- 
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wards- The fundamental correspondence between the 
two is a fruitful and suggestive principle to bear in 
mind. But this correspondence must not be exagger- 
ated into a parallelism. The so-called subjective ’ 
branch, or self-knowledge, is nearer to the root of 
things than the so-called ^ objective^ branch, or world- 
knowledge ; for the former, when developed into care- 
fully reflective consciousness of our cognitive function, 
is found to include the latter : the growth of knowledge 
in every direction is a function of the self,- — it depends- 
on the activity of self-conscious spirits : and its growth 
would not be possible unless these self-conscious spirits- 
were, on one side of their being, finite. In this we 
begin to see the significance of the Kantian doctrine 
that self-consciousness is the highest condition of the 
possibility of knowledge. 

It is of the nature of knowledge to '"'grow from more 
to more’"; and for this reason, as we have seen, know^ 
ledge cannot be kept out of the sphere of properly 
psychological research. We may say that Ps3?’chology 
and Epistemology deal with the very same facts, but 
regard them from different points of view. In actual 
experience we do not usually adopt towards our con- 
scious states — and we scarcely ever adopt towards our 
cognitive states, considered in abstraction — that purely 
historical and analytical attitude to which the ps^^'chol- 
ogist limits himself. We are interested in our cog- 
nitive states as cognitive — that is, as true or false ; while 
the psychologist is interested in them as consciotis — 
as entering into the conscious lives of ourselves qua 
individuals. The attitude which we adopt in ordinary 
life is the attitude of the epistemologist. He concen- 
trates on the question of, Truth — that is, on the refer- 
ence to a world or system, which is ^reaH relatively to 
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the changing presentations and growing cognitions of 
the individual consciousness. The fact of this apparent 
reference, and the manner of its occurrence in Judg- 
ment, Psychology must accurately set forth ; but 
Psychology rests in the appearance. Epistemology 
does not rest in the appearance : its business is con- 
tinually to emphasise this fundamental constituent 
of knowledge, and to show that it cannot be doubted, 
perverted, or denied, as is done by the various forms 
of Scepticism, Relativism, Subjective Idealism, and 
the like. In the course of this inquiry it would be 
shown that the fact in question is no mere Intuition — 
that it is not merely a clear and distinct belief arising 
inevitably in consciousness : this much Hume and 
every Sceptic would willingly allow. It would be 
shown to be a belief \Nhich. is rationally inevitable, hy 
exposition of the consequences to which doubt or denial 
of it must inevitably lead.^ 

Intuitionism makes the certainty of all the funda- 
mental principles of knowledge consist in their isola- 
tion — each is known to be certain, in and for itself, 
on simple presentation of it to the rational faculty. 
The best modern expositions of this point of view will 
be found in the writings of Dr James Martineau and of 
Hermann Lotze." 'The Theory of Knowledge must, 

I think, regard the matter from another point of view. 
Its aim should be to exhibit knowledge as an organic 
unity of such a kind that no one constitutive principle 
of it can be denied without denying all the rest — that 

1 For ail indication of the lines on which such an Inquiry would proceed, 

I may refer to Profe^or A. Seth’s Scottish Philosophy^ ed. 2. 

See especially Lotze’s Logic^ bk. Hi. , Historically we should also refer 
to Hamilton, and then back to -Jacobi, by whose influence Hamilton was 
largely dominated. 
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is, without giving up every kind of knowledge. We 
wish to discover the vital functions of knowledge, or 
the principles whose organic co-operation is essential 
for its existence ; and the importance of such functions 
lies not in their isolation but in their union. On this 
view the basal principles of knowledge will be of such 
a character that they prove one another when put 
together, though no one of them can authenticate itself 
in isolation. But it must not for a moment be sup- 
posed that we are within sight of the possibility of 
forming such a system of first principles : this must 
remain an ideal merely, though it is an ideal which 
must be steadily kept in view if any progress is to be 
made in the Theory of Knowledge. Hence we have 
provisionally to accept the doctrine that all mediate 
certainty must in the end rest on immediate know- 
ledge, and that the ultimate premisses of proof cannot 
be proved. At the same time we have to recognise 
that this point of view — which is essentially that of 
Intuitionism — is not final, but only a temporary stage : 
though we may have long to remain in it. 

§ 4. We have now to raise the following questions : ^ 
In what sense does the psychologist deal with Reality ? 
In what sense does the epistemologist start from 
Reality ? In what sense does he endeavour to pass to 
Reality ? The answers that will be suggested may be 
thus summed up. {a) Epistemology begins by assum- 
ing Reality in the psychological sense : that is, it starts 
with a conception of Reality which, though sufficient 
for its purpose, is very partial and incomplete, (b) It 
does not endeavour to pass Reality: it endeavours 

^ Mainly suggested by Professor Jones’s attack upon Epistemology, 
N.S., Nos. 7, 8. 
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to vindicate a function of knowledge which is a psy- 
chological fact, (c) This function of knowledge refers 
to Reality — which for the pure Theory of Knowledge 
can be defined only in a negative and relative way. 
From the very nature of the case, we cannot attempt 
to make this conception of Reality positive, or to com- 
plete the (psychological) conception with which we 
started, until a clear view has been obtained of the 
significance of the epistemological problem, (d) The 
attempts just made constitute Metaphysics, or (a 
much more appropriate term) Ontology — the science 
of Reality as a whole. 

In the first place, then, what is Reality for the 
psychologist ? In other words, what is the nature of 
the fundamental function — or union of functions — 
which we concluded it was necessary to take as the 
principle of scientific explanation in Psychology ? 
This question has already been answered by impli- 
cation. We have seen (in § i) that the psychologi- 
cal subject — that is, the Reality with which Psychology 
deals — must at least signify a unity of the many dis- 
tinguishable states ; and (in § 2) that this reality 
has a double aspect, — the Presentation in its 
various grades of ideality, from Perception through 
Imagination to Conception and Judgment, — and the 
states of Activity and Feeling that cannot enter into 
any Presentation as constituent elements of it. I re- 
turn to the question in order to bring out more clearly 
what was implied. We found that the reference to 
self, though always occurring within the field of pres- 
entation — in the wide sense of the term ^ presentation ’ 
which has just been indicated — appears as a reference 
beyond the factual sphere of presentations as such: 
which is an indication that the Subject is not simply 
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a name for their unity and continuit}^, but, while mean- 
ing this, means also more. Accordingly, as I have 
already implied, the natural view, which we spon- 
taneously tend to take, is that the function of con- 
sciousness is not exhausted in the unification of its 
contents. Consciousness is more than knowledge, — ■ 
it is not all merely cognitive. There is a great ten- 
dency to treat it as if it were this—especially since 
all its constituents are more or less known about when- 
ever in self-consciousness we reflect upon our mental 
functions. This tendency — which shows itself in 
Metaphysics as Intellectualism, in Psychology as what 
has been called Presentationism — seems to me to be 
profoundly and fatally wrong. It is because conscious- 
ness is more than knowledge that we are able to be 
self-conscious at all.^ The factors of consciousness 
which are more than knowledge constitute what Ham- 
ilton would have called the ‘subjectively subjective’ 
side of our mental life ; in this we can distinguish (a) 
an intensive state which is in general conditioned by 
the presentations ; and (b) an intensive state which in 
general conditions the presentations. These are re- 
spectively Feeling (pleasure or pain) and Activity, 
which is essentially selective or feeling-directed in re- 
lation to the presentations. Neither of these notions 
can be further analysed or defined. The facts the^y 
stand for are matters of an experience closer than 
knowledge. The psychologist must decline to give 
any account of the reality of the presentations except 
by his impartial analysis of them and of their relations 

^ Self-consciousness has a real content which is more than the content of 
the objective knowledge realised by that -self. When I am reflectively self- 
conscious, I am not merely conscious of having- attained to certain know- 
ledges about Reality beyond me. 
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to these subjective facts ; and this analysis at the same 
time constitutes all the account he can give of the 
reality of the Subject of these presentations. But his 
account must be partially true; if it is true in the 
psychological reference it cannot be false in any other 
reference. A completely tme z^cconni of the reality of 
the Subject would be a final ontological account. Thus 
Psychology depends on an ontological hypothesis, but 
on one which is limited; it is this limitation which 
specialises Psychology— in other words, distinguishes it 
from Ontology. Our conclusion, then, in brief is, that 
Psychology compromises with Ontology by declining 
to transcend this fact of presentation to a Subject, as 
we have analysed it : declining to transcend it in either 
direction, subjective or objective. 

In truth it is impossible to ignore the metaphysical 
and ethical aspects of psychological inquiry. I venture 
directly to reverse the ordinary view and say that the 
more truly scientific the inquiry becomes, the less pos- 
sible is it to ignore them. It is only by a compromise, 
merely for practical convenience, that the separation is 
made. We cannot entirely separate the science from 
metaphysics, and at the same time leave metaphysical 
questions open and unprejudiced; certain fundamental 
questions are implicitly settled by such a separation, 
since the implication will be that there is nothing in 
mind beyond the elements which the ‘ scientific ’ ‘ non- 
metaphysical ’ treatment makes use of in its so-called 
explanation. When we have made the practical com- 
promise referred to, there is always an extensive region 
of psychological work wherein such compromise pro- 
duces little difficulty. For the rest, it is in the interest 
of clear thinking not to: stretch the separation of Psy- 
chology and Metaphysics, /sihce then we can make our 
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metaphysical assumptions as explicit as possible. We 
cannot totally expel them ; and surely it is better for 
them to be openly recognised than to be lurking un- 
seen and so giving a subtle bias to scientific ’ results. 

We have now dealt with the first of the three ques- 
tions indicated above; the second and third do not 
present so much difficulty. It has already been shown 
how as knowledge develops two fundamental lines of 
divergence appear in it — the reference to Self and the 
reference to Reality other than Self. Both of these 
are psychological facts in the sense in which we have 
explained the term. The reference to Self is as much 
of a problem for Epistemology as the objective refer- 
ence; there is no absolutely self-evidencing character 
belonging to the former that is absent from the latter. 
The view of Common-Sense is, that in each of those 
■‘duration-blocks’ — as Professor James would say — 
which we speak of as the Present or Now, we have 
an ‘ immediate ’ or ‘ direct ’ apprehension or conscious- 
ness of ourselves as Subjects of Feeling and Will 
as well as of Knowledge. This so-called immediate 
apprehension — which seems very simple but in reality 
is extremely complex — we have to expand and explain, 
and justify or criticise. I have already had occasion 
to indicate that it appears to combine two elements. 
Those conscious functions which make the ‘ more than 
knowledge ’ of which we have spoken, are known about^ 
and this knowledge is reflective — ix., belongs entirely 
to the presentational side; but at the same time it 
seems to require a basis of immediate experience.^ 
When, however, we take into account the successive 
duration -blocks, it becomes apparent that the exist- 
ence of the Self through these is altogether a matter 

^ These problems we shall deal with in chap. v. 
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of intellectual construction. With regard to this, 
Epistemology does not, like the historical method in 
Psychology, rest content with mere succession, but 
endeavours to show — after the manner of the 
Kantian ^ Deduction ’ of the Unity of Apperception 
— how such experience of succession is possible. It 
is possible if there is in consciousness a principle 
which either is permanent and identical with itself 
through Time” or has a mode of existence that in 
some way transcends Time. Both of these possi- 
bilities are included in the idea of a principle which 
is present in the same sense to every term of the 
succession. 

The other aspect of the central problem of Episte- 
mology lies in the reference which we have called 
‘ trans-subjective ' : ^ this also needs explanation and 
vindication, in the manner we have pointed out. It 
must be carefully observed that we do not ''"start 
with a self-contained subject” or assume that ""at 
first we know nothing else” than ""subjective states.” 
Consequently we do not seek to ""leap from them 
[subjective states] into something absolutely different 
we start wdth an individual who, ideally, has "" tran- 
scended his own existence.” We may safely say that 
there never was a time in the life of any individual 
when he recognised his cognitive states as being his 
own and yet did not just as spontaneously recognise 
and accept their reference to realities other than his 
finite self. It is in fact a psychological impossibility 

^ This term is employed by Volkelt, Effahrung- tmd Denkeu : with 
it he contrasts the reference to Self as Mntra-subjective.^ But he 
endeavours, in the Cartesian manner, to assign superior certainty 
and validity to the latter. This view we shall have to regard as highly 
questionable. 
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for a man to ^^know only his own states”:^ the sup- 
position that it can be so arises only from the vague 
and unscientific character of the terminology em- 
ployed. Descartes, and many others after him, re- 
garded Thought as a kind of prehensile organ with 
which mind is endowed. In this case it becomes 
possible, and apparently intelligible, to ask whether 
the objects of this Thought (in knowledge) are states 
of the mind itself” or ‘‘external objects.” Descartes 
assumes the former; hence immediately arises the 
question, What warrant, then, have we for belief in 
the conscious minds of our fellow-men, or in any other 
trans-subjective reality ? From the nature of the case, 
no warrant can be found. Now the proposition that 
“all the objects of our knowledge are ideas in our 
own minds ” is utterly destitute of meaning, and plau- 
sible only through a careless use of language; but 
apart from this, if we start with mental modes un- 
referred save to the Self only, we cannot establish 
the reasonableness of their reference at a later stage 
to reality other than Self. These statements could 
only be fidly justified by examining in detail some 
actual presentation of the opposite theory, such as 
that ofVolkelt, In the present Introductory Studies 
cannot do more than show that the theory of know- 
ledge here outlined is thoroughly consistent with itself. 
We must observe that, implicitly involved in Ber- 
keley’s theory, there is an attempt to pass from 
knowledge of subjective states to objective knowledge, 
which differs from that of Descartes, and which has 
its attraction for some thinkers at the present day. 

^ That is, unless the term is: so general that ‘knowing only one’s own 
states’ means ‘not being able tO get outside one’s tkoiighV But this 
truism was not what Descartes had .in view. . 
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The fact on which stress is laid is merely negative — 
the individual’s want of consciousness of productive 
power in relation to the presentations of the senses, 
while he has this consciousness of productive power 
in relation to his thought snch.^ and of controlling 
power in relation to his mental images. It is inferred 
that the presence of sensation postulates a reality or 
realities beyond the individual’s consciousness, as the 
originating cause of his sensation : the implication 
of course is that the being, or beings, must be of 
nature similar to his own consciousness. We must 
point out that the analogy breaks down unless thought 
is a kind of sensation or sensation a kind of thought : 
otherwise, we cannot infer from subjective productive 
power in the one case to similar but trans-subjective 
power in the other. Apart from this, we cannot found 
such large conclusions on a mere want of explicit 
consciousness of production in relation to sense : why 
may not the individual Subject be a Leibnitian monad, 
and its whole experience simply the evolution of its 
own nature ? The argument can only be made valid 
hy presupposing an intellectual grasp of trans-subjective 
reality; and it then becomes simply a means of de- 
termining the constitution of that reality. 

§ 5. We have spoken of the ‘intra-subjective’ and 
^ trans-subjective ’ references as giving rise to the 
central problem of Epistemology: for the critical ex- 
amination of these prepares the way for a systematic 
criticism of the constituent elements of knowledge. 

The physical sciences assume the validity of the 
trans-subjective reference, and in effect they seek, by 
hypotheses concerning the nature of the objective 
system referred to, to/teduce the indefiniteness of the 
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conception, that which does not depend for its exist- 
ence upon any individual’s knowledge of it.” I say 

in effect/ because no science ever explicitly presented 
its problem to itself in this way ; nevertheless the work 
of the sciences presupposes the fundamental reference 
in the general form in which we have defined it. Now 
the special sciences, in dealing with extra-conscious 
existence as thus understood, make implicit assump- 
tions concerning its nature ; or, as we may otherwise 
express it, each of them in its own sphere assigns a 
special meaning to reality, and should limit itself to 
dealing with reality in that special sense. 

{a) Physics and Mechanics limit themselves to 
events that' can be reduced to mechanical action — vis a 
iergo inipressa. In using this phrase as characteristic 
of mechanical action, I assume the point of view of 
English physicists, according to which the only 
^ action ’ between bodies which is intelligible is that 
which occurs when they are in contact, — being, there- 
fore, of the nature of ‘stress,’ that is, tension or 
pressure. The only form of action with which Newton 
and Galileo had to deal was that of visible contact or 
of freely falling bodies; the notion of visible contact- 
action {vis a tergo) was the clearest that presented 
itself, and was taken as the type of all action. Newffon 
rejected with contempt the notion of ‘ action at a 
distance ’ or attraction between portions of matter 
separated by any immaterial element. In this, Eng- 
lish physicists have followed him ; hence the attempts 
constantly made to explain the apparently attractive 
forces of Gravity, Electricity, and Magnetism, as 
peculiar cases of action by stress/ Continental 

^ This is well illustrated iii Mr MacAlister’s review of Stallo’s Concefts 
of Modern Physics^ Mind^ yoL viii. 
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physicists, however, appear to have brought them- 
selves to see no difficulty in ‘ action at a distance * : 
this has been the case since the time of Kant, when it 
was assumed that there do verily exist forces of attrac- 
tion between material bodies or particles. Thus Kant, 
in his Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science, sup- 
posed matter to be essentially endowed with two kinds 
of force, attractive and repulsive, these being more or 
less balanced ; by this means the finite density of 
matter was explained. This position is printa facie 
more reasonable than the Newtonian, and it is far 
more carefully thought out than the latter, which starts 
from the uncritical metaphysics of ^ common-sense.’ 
Lotze has subjected the notion of contact-action to a 
careful examination, and has shown that so far from 
being simple it is in the highest degree obscure, so 
that we have no right to reject in its favour the notion 
of distance-action;^ and Newton’s definitions — by 
which he supposed he was explaining real qualities of 
things, e,g,, ^ force ’ as real cause, ‘ mass ’ as real quantity 
of matter— hsjve been severely criticised, as in Mach’s 
Development of Mechanics, ondi in the properly physical 
parts of Professor Karl Pearson’s very variegated 
composition, The Grammar of Science,^ It must be 
borne in mind that here, and in what follows, our 
object is merely to indicate the nature of the problems 
which the principles of science present for the Theory 
of Knowledge; but we can only do this by at least 
suggesting their solutions. 

In one respect all physicists alike have developed a 
new point of view since Newton’s time : that of the 

^ See his MeCapkysic, Cosmology, eh. vii. 

- They keep their places in all English text-books, which in this as in 
•other respects, follow the authoritativ'e tre^tise of Thomson and Tail. 
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doctrine of Energy. Events are explained, from the 
mechanical point of view, if they can be exhibited as 
cases of the ' transference ’ of what is called Energy. 
Energy is universally defined as the Power (Capacity, 
or some synonymous term) of ' doing work ’ (over- 
coming resistance through space). It is a protean 
something, never observable by the senses, and always 
passing from one form to another, from one portion 
of matter to another. We find two kinds of Energy 
distinguished : Kinetic energy, which a material system 
possesses in virtue of its motion, and Potential energy^ 
which it possesses in virtue of its position, as when a 
pendulum is at the extreme point of its swing. Energy 
is like a homogeneous continuum, containing no princi- 
ple of difference within it; hence Matter is assumed as 
a second entity, supplying the diverse and ever-changing 
forms in which Energy manifests itself in space and 
time. These material forms are ultimately reducible 
to aggregates of atomic centres, conceived as subjects 
of motion, and as capable of intrinsic movement (vibra- 
tion, &c.) : motion, of one kind or another, is their 
only quality. Energy is always spoken of as if it were 
measurable ; but what is really measured is the sensible 
motion (in space and time) of the material forms : even 
in Weight — when estimated in any other way than by 
muscular sensation of strain — what is measured is 
really motion, — the ' unit of mass ' and ^ unit of work ' 
are in the last resort movements through a unit of 
length in so many units of time. In fact, modern 
Physics is returning to the position which was marked 
out by Descartes, Spinoza, and Hobbes, and of which 
in its full significance they were clearly conscious : 

Give us Extension, and Motion, and we will construct 
theworld.'^ There is^ indeed, scarcely an excuse for 
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the idea that Energy is something verily existing, 
measurable somewhat as a fluid is, and contained in 
the material universe and circulating in it very much 
as water in a sponge. Such crudities are indeed 
worthy of those who are never tired of sneering at the 
'mere metaphysician.’^. The first step towards an 
explicit revival of the Cartesian view will be taken 
when it is generally recognised that Potential Energy 
is an obscure fiction, and that * all Energ}?- is Kinetic ' — 
that is, there is no Energy which is not associated with 
motion. This conclusion is defended by Mr MacAlister 
(/. r.) In the case of an oscillating material system, 
the energy of motion is alternately in the system itself 
and in the moving matter around it ; there is no need 
to assume any mysterious ^ potentiality.’ It may then 
become evident that Energy is the bare notion of a 
principle of Continuity — perhaps we should say, of 
Identity — assumed to be immanent in a multiplicity of 
atomic centres of motion. The nature of motion is 
defined in Newton’s first ^ law,’ which states that any 
material element moves, or varies its motion, only in 
so far as it is determined to do so adjacent moving 
elements; or, we may a,dd, by some cause which 
cannot be explained on purely physical principles. 
The principle of Conservation may then be stated thus : 
the more we are able to isolate an aggregate of material 
elements, and regard it as a self-contained whole, the 
more completely will the motion of any element in it 
determine and be determined by the motions of ail the 
other elements. For Physics, what is real is what can 
be brought under this law. But physical science knows 
of no locked or closed material / system ’ or aggregate, 
and only to such would the law be completely applic- 
' ^ See Professo? Taips^ writings,. 
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able. Hence even if Energy were measurable, it is quite 
unjustifiable to speak of the quantity of Energy in the 
material universe as a whole. Science has no concern 
with anything self-contained, self-existent, or whole in 
any absolute sense : these are ontological conceptions. 
There may be forms of reality which cannot be brought 
under the Haw’ of Conservation or mechanical reci- 
procity ; for which, therefore, mechanical explanation 
is inadequate, and with which physics cannot deal. 

{b) Chemistry introduces a new principle — namely, 
what is called Affinity — by which certain elements 
combine, while others refuse to do so. These combi- 
nations are attended by events that are capable of 
being expressed in mechanical terms ; but although 
the nature of chemical affinity is very imperfectly 
understood, there seems to be no prospect of a purely 
mechanical explanation : the chemical change is qtiali- 
tative^ and mechanics can deal only with quantitative 
changes (those to which., the process of measurement 
by reference to a fixed unit is applicable), hence 
mechanics cannot do more than enumerate the quanti- 
tative conditions (relations of weight, &c,) which are 
necessary for a given chemical qualitative change to 
take place. Further, it is of the essence of mechanical 
determination to be an external determination of one 
atom or material element by others ; while chemical 
affinity seems not unfittingly to be compared to a 
species of immanent attraction of a molecule of one 
kind for another (or a definite number of others) of 
another kind. It is probable that the difference will 
be generally recognised when physicists recognise that 
the customary phraseology about the transference, 
transformation, and quantitative measurement of 
Energy, as such, is meaningless. 


OF PHILOSOPHY. 


69 


(i?) Biology and Physiology assume a new principle 
— organic activity. Living matter only exists in in- 
dividual centres or organisms. The biological defini- 
tion of an organism is : a being such that all its 
activities are co-ordinated in the interest of itself as a 
whole. The statements often made to the effect that 
mechanical explanation is the watchword of modern 
Physiology/ simply mean that Life can only be treated 
scientifically by isolating its particular processes, and 
ascertaining the physical and chemical conditions of 
each. These conditions are necessary in order that 
the vital process in question should take place ; but 
the latter is not reducible to, or ^ constituted ’ by, its 
physico-chemical conditions,^ much less can the co- 
ordination of all these vital processes to the one end of 
the life of the whole be explained by physics or chem- 
istry. The organism must not only be capable of 
adapting itself to changes in its environment — it must 
initiate activities of its own, independently of such 
changes. In this matter, Professor Sanderson’s address 
to the British Association (1893), and the subsequent 
discussion in the biological section, may be regarded 
as rather more than symptomatic.^ 

{d) Psychology assumes yet another principle — con- 
scious activity, continually rising to self-consciousness. 
The nature of the psychological hypothesis has been 
already discussed in some detail. 

Let us now briefliy review these principles and their 
mutual relations. Each of them is a limited ontologi- 

1 See, e,g., the quotations and references given by Hoffding, Psychologyt^ 
cli. ii. 

^ In the same way, a chemical change is not constituted by the mechani- 
cal (quantitative) conditions which are necessary for it to take place. 

^ See Nature, vol. xlviii. pp, 464, 574, 613. 
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cal hypothesis— that is, an attempt to assign a meaning 
to Reality, or fill in the conception of it to a certain 
limited extent. We have seen that Psychology, aris- 
ing from the subjective reference of knowledge, may be 
distinguished as a subjective science, the others as 
objective sciences. In this case, ^ Psycho-physics ’ or 
' Physiological Psychology ’ must be placed among the 
objective sciences ; when Psychology devotes itself to 
experiment — that is, chiefly, to physiological experi- 
ment— it simply places itself at the standpoint of the 
sciences of non-human nature : ''it is as purely objec- 
tive as it was before purely subjective; it takes its 
stand in the object from the outset, and treats subjec- 
tive facts themselves as objective — as mere append- 
ages or accompaniments of the objective facts of nerve 
and brain.’' 

This brings us to notice that the hypotheses of the 
sciences may be arranged in an order of decreasing 
generality and increasing complexity. Chemical pro- 
cesses involve mechanical processes, but cannot be 
reduced to the latter; biological processes involve 
chemical and mechanical processes, but cannot be re- 
duced to either of the latter. What then is to be said 
of the, relation of Biology and Psychology? Our con- 
clusion must be that truth is on the side of those 
psychologists who defend what is called the ' causal 
interaction ’ of mind and brain, in the sense that the 
energy of consciousness in some way conditions the 
state of the brain, while the latter in some way condi- 
tions conscious states. It is obvious from what has 
been said that no physical or mechanical law, such as 
that of Conservation of Energy, can be brought in as 
evidence in this matter. , The principle of Conservation 
can only be made applicable to the case by assuming 
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that the animal organism forms part of, and is merely a 
part of, a closed system of mechanical movement, which 
is the material universe as a whole. The fact that this 


assumption is actually dallied with by many physio- 
logical psychologists and popular apostles of science 
need not deter us from recognising that it is simply a 
wild dogma. The real question is, Has Extension an 
-existence of coequal validity with that of Conscious- 


ness ? Descartes, Spinoza, and the modern ^ monists ’ 
assume, without proof, that it has ; but this is entirely 
a metaphysical question, which cannot be settled by a 
dogmatic assumption.^ It is on ‘ phenomenological ’ 
grounds that we reject the monistic or identity hypo- 
thesis, as expounded, for instance, in Hoffding’s 0%iU 
lines of Psychology. We may express the relation as 
before : psychological processes ^ involve ’ physiological, 
but cannot be reduced to the latter. But there is a 
very important difference. We found that chemical 
changes ‘ involved ’ mechanical, and could not be re- 
duced to the latter ; but it seemed that the only scientific 
treatment of these changes consists in the analysis of 
their mechanical conditions, — of course, with the re- 
cognition that these are only conditions, and that the 
whole process is more than they : ,the result being that 
we can only give an external descriptive account of the 
qualitative changes which are the manifestation of the 
^ more ’ — of what transcends mere mechanism in the 
process. The case seemed to be the same with regard 
to the mechanical and chemical conditions of the 
changes in which life consists. But it is not the case 
that the only scientific treatment of consciousness con- 
sists in the analysis of its physiological conditions, 
although psychologists are more ready to acknowledge 

1 On this whole subject, :See Appendix to this chapter. 
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this in a general way than to act upon it in particular 
cases.^ 

The function of Epistemology is explicitly to formu- 
late and compare the ontological assumptions on which 
the several sciences rest. It has to submit such 
conceptions to a critical analysis with a view of dis- 
covering how far they can be tho^lght otit, or how far 
when this is done they refute themselves and call for a 
different mode of statement if they are to be taken as a 
formulation of the ultimate nature of the real.’’^ This 
might be called a ^criticism of categories.’ The in- 
vestigation is ^critical/ because it is nof content with 
mere phraseology or mere picture-thinking, but with 
clear and distinct meanings. Under these circum- 
stances it appears that Reality cannot be conceived 
except after the analogy of our own conscious and 
self-conscious life — or after the analog}^ of some aspect 
of that life, such as unity or identity. It is a question 
whether reality conceived in any other way does not 
become an existence without content : in other words, 
does not approximate to that conception of empty or 
abstract Being which as a conception is indistinguishable 
from Nothing. From this point of view, if we regard 
reality as an all-inclusive whole which is implicitly 
^ filled in ’ — of which the general nature is implicitly but 
fully known — from the outset (by reference to the con- 
scious life of man), then we may say that the sciences 
make abstractions of particular portions of it. For 
this way of envisaging the matter, a proper use of the 

i For a very careful examination of the extent to which Physiology can 
aid Psychology, see Mr Stout’s. Analytic Psychology, vol, i. Introduc- 
tion, § 4. 

^ Cf. Enc, Brit., art. Philosophy, 


OF PHILOSOPHY. 


. 73 ^:. 


Hegelian Logic is most helpful.^ Epistemology has 
further to investigate and state clearl}’” the methodo- 
logical assumptions made by the special sciences. 
Among these the most important are: the Uniformity 
of Nature, — ‘‘the same system of conditions, if it oc- 
curs more than once, will produce the same effect : 
and Universal Causation, — “ every process or fact must 
be somehow completely conditioned by other processes.” 
In examining these, we are led to inquire into the 
nature of rational evidence and proof, and into the 
different kinds of evidence approximate to the different 
special sciences. It is most important to know what 
kind of evidence we ought reasonably to expect in an 
investigation belonging to a particular science. These 
questions have their centre in the idea of a ‘ hypo- 
thesis ' as explaining perceived facts, and of the method 
by which we pass from the facts to the explanation, — 
in other words, from empirically valid to uncondition- 
ally valid Judgments. Under what conditions is this 
possible ? These are the problems with which what 
has been called ‘Inductive Logic' has professed to 
deal ; and we may safely say that its achievements 
have been in inverse proportion to the magnitude of its 
pretensions. This can hardly be a matter for surprise, 
seeing that our one great authoritative text-book of 
Inductive Logic — or what until recently was such — 
implies a theory of Knowledge or Nescience which is 
in part based on the agnostic sensational empiricism of 
Hume. I do not deny that Mill’s philosophy leaves 
room for physical science, if by the latter is meant 
nothing more than a classification of ‘actual or pos- 

1 See Mr M ‘Taggart’s Studies in the Hegelian Dialectic, ch. i. §§ 20-24 r 
ch. ii. § 34 ; ch, iii. §§ 87-90. 
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sible ’ phenomena according to their resemblances and 
differences, and a codification of their orders of coexist- 
ence and succession: though it would be difficult to 
adapt this view of physical knowledge to the actual 
extent and significance of such sciences as Physics and 
Chemistry% On the other hand, even a ''positivism ’ of 
this kind is excluded by the principles developed in 
Itlnme^s Treatdse of Human NciUire, The difference be- 
tween Hume and Mill in this respect is due to the fact 
that, for the former, the fleeting impressions and ideas 
of the moment are the only reality ; while the latter 
introduces what is in effect the objective world of 
science and common-sense, in the guise of ^ permanent 
possibilities of sensation.’ But, like all ‘positivists,’ 
he limits the categories of the world — that is, the 
principles to be used in rationally interpreting it, in 
gaining scientific knowledge of it — to those of “the 
like and the unlike, the synchronous and successive ” ; 
and thereby reduces his Theory of Knowledge to an 
incoherent fragment. 

§ 6, The problem of Ontology consists in the co- 
ordination of the results of the special sciences with 
each other. Its ultimate ideal is to connect all parts 
of our knowledge together in an organically complete 
whole : the more we are able so to connect them, the 
truer for us is their account of reality. In this sense, 
the ultimate test of truth is consistency or harmony : 
the ‘ ultimate ’ test, in distinction from the test which 
applies to Judgments of perception, referring to what 
is true at a particular time and place only. Our know- 
ledges are the more true, the more they mutually sup- 
port one another. This has been already illustrated 
and defended in relation to those principles which we 
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have called the vital functions of Intelligence; and 
we must now extend it to the whole organisation of 
science, — to all those truths whose truth is not limited 
in time and space, as in ordinary empirical Judgments.^ 
This co-ordination of the different branches of know- 
ledge is in effect a co-ordination of the different kinds 
of reality with which the sciences deal,— an attempt to 
bring them to unity ; its ultimate ideal is to explain all 
things as, manifestations, or modes of working, of a 
single universal Power or Principle. Such a Principle 
may be called the Absolute Reality: in other words, 
that which depends on nothing beyond itself, but on 
which all else is dependent. Thus Ontology is com- 
pletely unified knowledge ’ ; the sciences, physical and 
psychical, are ^ partially unified knowledge ’ ; common- 
sense is knowledge in a chaotic and disorganised state. 
The difficulty with regard to common-sense does not re- 
late so much to the truth or falsehood of its Judgments 
as to the want of clearness and distinctness in its con- 
ceptions : it is but very vaguely aware of the signifi- 
cance of its own dicta. We advance from this state of 
confusion by progressively clearing, defining, and de- 
termining our conceptions. 

In the course of such a unification of the sciences, 
we should become more clearly aware of the meaning 
of the terra involve ’ in the connection in which it 
was used above, — how it is that processes of a higher 
category are dependent upon those of a lower, while 
they are different from the latter and, in a sense, op- 
posed to them. When this unification is accomplished 
— if ever it will be accomplished by the mind of man — 
the conception of reality will be fully ^filled in,' — 

^ The place and function of these in the organisation of knowledge is 
the subject of chap, iii. 
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reality will be completely defined : for, as Kant points 
out ill his MeihodenlehrCf complete definitions are the 
last result of Philosophy, But a definition or concep- 
tion of reality, or of any aspect of reality, need not be 
false because it is not completely true : the principle 
that Truth always has degrees is of vital importance in 
Epistemology. We must beware of supposing that 
the fixed alternative ‘ either wholly true or wholly false ’ 
is applicable to any of the products of human thought, 
in common opinion, science, religion, or Philosophy. 
No possible theory, belief, or conception of ours can 
perfectly represent the concrete whole to which it re- 
fers, and which we regard as ‘known’ through it ; for 
as soon as the intellectual content of the belief is made 
clear and distinct, it bears evidence of its incomplete- 
ness on its face, and becomes at once apparent in its 
true character as a fragment of an abstract outline. 
But it is not false on this account : the more complete 
and exhaustive knowledge does not annihilate the less 
complete, but embraces and transcends it, just as the 
wider view obtained by rising to a distance from the 
surface of a plain transcends the more limited view of 
an observer on the ground, but includes it. 

Closely connected with the explanation of the prob- 
lem to which we have been referring — the involution 
of the lower processes in the higher— is the explanation 
of the world-process of evolution, in the widest sense. 
The two radically divergent interpretations of this 
time-process — which are usually called the Idealistic 
and the Naturalistic— depend on the significance that 
is to be attached to certain apparently essential charac- 
teristics of human nature which manifest themselves 
in our Judgments of Worth. We must be guided in 
our unification of knowledge by the significance which 
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we assign to these facts of our nature : ‘ guided/ be- 
cause on this will depend our inclination to Naturalism 
or Idealism — that is, whether we regard the lower 
mechanical categories, or the higher, as most truly 
expressing the nature of Reality in its completeness, 
or as possessing the highest degree of Truth. We 
cannot say that as soon as Epistemology draws its 
conclusion, it becomes Ontology, — the theory of know- 
ledge passes into the theory of being, — the ontological 
conclusion is an immediate implication.” ^ As we 
have seen, knowledge is governed by an ideal of in- 
tellectual Worth in the form of a rational system or 
completely consistent organisation of all Judgments of 
fact, — which is the end or aim that Intelligence sets 
up for itself, and which Epistemology has to investi- 
gate; but there are also ideal ends in the spheres of 
practical conduct and aesthetic creation, which remain 
for Ethics ^ and ^Esthetics to investigate. Hence the 
theory of knowledge by itself is inadequate to give a 
complete theory of being, inasmuch as the former, 
dealing only with intellectual Worth, leaves out of 
account two sides of our nature ; and the theory of 
being must account for these a,lso in drawing its final 
conclusions as to the relation of our human nature 
to the nature of the universe. Thus the ontological 
conclusion is not an ^ immediate implication ’ of Epis- 
temology taken alone, but only of this when taken in 
conjunction with Ethics and ^Esthetics ; while, again, 
it is not ^ something added on by an external process ’ 
to Epistemology, for it is one and the same self- 
conscious activity, which expresses itself in three dif- 

^ Cf. £nc. Brit,^ art. Philosophy^ p. 795a. 

^ We shall see, however (ch* vii.),. that Ethics includes much more than 
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ferent ways, forming the subject-matter of the three 
so-called regulative ’ sciences. 

The true function of Epistemology was perceived 
long ago by Socrates. The great significance of the 
principle he enunciated is only concealed by the very 
simple and obvious form in which it presented itself 
to his mind. He held that in every dispute there is 
something upon which the disputants ought to agree ; 
there ought to be a standard recognised by both, to 
which both can refer : if they had not agreed upon 
it, nothing but confusion could result. Hence, as 
Xenophon has it, he "Hed his respondent on to the 
underlying assumption’’ in any dispute. The standard 
of reference took the very simple form of a definition 
or determination of an idea, and consisted only in 
answering the question, What is the thing you are 
disputing about?” Hence he was led to distinguish 
two kinds of human knowledge : on the one hand, clear 
and distinct thought obtained by using 

definitions: this is a common ground on which dif- 
ferent men can meet and understand one another ; on 
the other hand, ordinary opinion (So^a), mor<p or less 
hapha^^ard and vague, and leading, when it pushes 
itself beyond its limits, to endless conflict and diver- 
gency. This corresponds to the distinction already 
drawn between partially unified and non-unified know- 
ledge ; but before drawing attention to the implicit 
significance of the Socratic principle, it is worth while 
to dwell on a remarkable ambiguity in his explicit 
formulation of the question, What is the object of 
investigation ? ” — an ambiguity on which Plato’s Ideal- 
ism, if taken as an Ontology, goes to wreck, and which 
for modern Philosophy might be regarded as an object 
lesson. - =, ;/, , 
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The purpose of Socrates in asking the question was 
to arrive at a clear determination of conceptions — 
at real knowledge. Now real knowledge is knowledge 
of reality ; hence Plato went on to infer that there 
must be real existences to which the conceptions/ 
as constituent elements of knowledge, correspond : 
these are the Platonic ^ Ideas/ — real objects of know- 
ledge, which are quite different from the things of sense^ 
just as the abstract conception is from the concrete 
material of perception. Now by this procedure no 
reliable conclusions can be reached, for it ignores the 
most fundamental constituent of knowledge. Granted 
that in answ^er to the question tL icrri, we have obtained 
our clear conceptions — that we know what they ‘ are ’ 
as conceptions : how do we know that they are any- 
thing more than thinkable and free from contradiction? 
The question ri icrt, with a deeper meaning, remains : 
in what sense can they be referred to or predicated of 
reality? or (more generally) what is the justification 
for any such reference ? The conceptions only form 
elements of knowledge when they occur in the medium 
of Judgment; and every Judgment contains an objec- 
tive reference. Investigation of the significance of this 
reference must be the first problem, of Epistemology,, 
and not one to be taken up afterwards in a secondary 
way- Coming to modern times, we find precisely the 
same fatal defect involved in the Cartesian and Leib- 
nitian systems and their descendants : we find Troth 
tested by certain intrinsic qualities of each distinguish- 
able idea as such. According as an idea is distinct 
(from others), clear (in itself), and free from logical 
contradiction, to that extent it is true. Truth, to be 
true, must be true of Reality ; this relation or reference 
is essential to the very : idea ; surely then it is more 
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reasonable to investigate the nature of this relation and 
the meaning of the terms between which it holds, be- 
fore summarily fixing on some characteristic of ' ideas ’ 
by which to distinguish true ideas from false. The 
meaning of Truth as such is the prior question: in 
the course of this investigation the criterion or criteria 
of Truth should appear. This is precisely the critical 
question which Kant proposed to himself, in his well- 
known letter to Marcus Herz : What is this objectivity 
in which Truth consists? ^ It is a relation set up by 
our Intelligence : what, then, must be the structure 
of Intelligence, in order that such a relation may be 
possible ? This Kantian problem is simply the real 
problem of Epistemology : the structure and functions 
=of Intelligence as such. 

The preceding observations may be further illustrated 
by reference to two eminent thinkers who belong to 
•our own day. There is a curious resemblance between 
the Socratic use of the question tl icrn and the method 
of Lotze ; this is seen most clearly in the part of Meta- 
physics which the latter writer calls ‘ Ontology.' Here 
we have only a determination of conceptions — Being, 
Individuality iDingheit), ChB,nge, Causation. The re- 
sult is that we have no coherent theory of knowledge ; 
these conceptions are made consistent, but we have not 
by this means got beyond the conscious Subjects w^hose 
mental products they are.^ But in the ‘ Cosmology ' 

i This question, says Kant, is one which he himself, in his long meta- 
physical researches, and all others had left out of account, and which 
‘'gives the key to all the mysteries of metaphysic/’ 

- We are told § 143) that /‘experience compels us to adopt 

them ’’ ; but what exactly is implied in this, Lotze nowhere inquires. I am 
aware that in. the third book of the Logic Lotze makes some contributions 
to the Theory of Knowledge, but I do, not think they are of a character to 
call for any modification in what has been said. 
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we take our stand at once in the world of objective 
realities, \vhen examining ‘^the forms in which the par- 
ticular elements of actuality are united in one orderly 
cosmos'’ (Space, Time, Motion, Matter) ; and similarly 
the Ps3’’chology distinguishes from the" objective world 
''a world of spirits b}^ which it is apprehended." But 
the distinction is given no locus or standingas a definite 
factor in our knowledge : like the others, it appears to 
be picked up at random. 

Much there is in these discussions which is sug- 
gestively, acutel3% and convincingly reasoned ; but the 
inconclusiveness of an inquiry conducted in such a 
thoroughly unsystematic manner becomes painfully 
apparent to the reader. How inconclusive it is 
may be seen by contrasting with it Mr Bradley’s 
method of approaching the same problems in his 
Appearance and Reality, According to him, Time, 
Change, and (in general) all qualities and modes of 
existence which involve Relations are facts, but there 
is no presumption an^^where that an}^ fact is better 
than appearance," even though (as Lot^e would say) 

experience compels us to adopt " the fact. The 
^ fact ’ is an appearance if it (that is, our conception 
of it) is found on examination to be unintelligible or 
self-contradictory. Lotze, on the other hand, because 
experience compels us to adopt the fact, endeavours 
to free it from apparent contradiction and make it 
intelligible. How are we to judge between these 
diametrically opposed points of view, — apart from 
Epistemology? Lotze would probably reply that if 
"‘the very essence" of the idea of relation contradicts 
itself, then unless the universe is a bad joke, the 
relational point of view is a pure illusion and cannot 
apply to reality at all. . In this case we should have 
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an absolute antithesis between reality and appearance ; 
but we cannot maintain this, and at the same time 
argue that appearances are facts, which somehow 
must qualify reality.’’ Reality would be left as the 
pulseless identity of a Spino^istic ^ substance ’ or Par- 
menidean 'being,’ wherein all distinctions are wiped 
out and utterly annihilated; it would contain within 
it no points of relation — nothing that is distinguishable 
from anything else. The theory which makes this its 
supreme principle must, when pushed to its ultimate 
conclusion, commit suicide by condemning even the 
fact of knowledge, even reason itself, as an illusion : 
for knowledge without distinctions and relations is 
nothing, and with them it can only — on such a theory 
— "stain the white radiance of Eternity.” Still, these 
considerations do not dispose of Mr Bradley’s argu- 
ment, in his first part, on 'Appearance,’ nor do they 
touch the question of how far it is justifiable to start 
with a wholly uncriticised distinction between appear- 
ance and reality. These questions have to be en- 
lightened by epistemological considerations, to which 
Bradley and Lotze pay comparatively little attention. 
We must begin by turning Reason, not to the in- 
vestigation of the universe as a whole, but to a more 
laborious and far less attractive task — the examination 
of its own nature as Reason ; only by such means can 
we discover what questions it is reasonable to ask 
about this universe, and, in Kant’s words, " establish 
a tribunal which may ascertain and confirm the well- 
grounded prerogatives of human reason and at the 
same time dispose of all baseless pretensions which are 
put forward in its name: both functions being per- 
formed not arbitrarily nor dogmatically, but by refer- 
ence to the essential structure of Reason itself,” It 
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would have been well if philosophical thinkers after 
Kant had borne in mind- this double aim of the Criti- 
cal Philosophy: for these words seem to me to define 
precisely the point of view from which the system of 
Hegel should be criticised. 

How, then, does the aim of Socrates compare with 
that of the Critical Theory of Knowledge ? Simply in 
this, that just as he attempted to take up a point of 
view superior to a particular controversy by finding 
principles common to both the disputants and assumed 
by them, and by then turning them to find the bear- 
ing of these principles, when explicitly stated, on the 
question in dispute ; so the Theory of Knowledge en- 
deavours to take a place logically prior to all contro- 
versy by seeking for an inventory of all that is given 
us by Pure Reason, systematically arranged/' Unfor- 
tunately the place it seeks to take is as yet an Ideal 
only. Kant falls into a grievous error when he says 
that Epistemology is a science which admits of com- 
pletion in a short time and with little labour, as soon as 
^ve have recognised the real nature of its problem/ A 
sufficient comment is made on this curious fancy when 
we compare Kant’s table of twelve Categories with the 
Logic of Hegel. Assuredly the vital functions of In- 
telligence, on which the existence and growth of Know- 
ledge depends, can never be arranged wdth systematic 
completeness until the whole organism of Knowledge 
is realised for us. What is possible is an arrangement ; 

adequate to the present state of our knowledge and its ^ 

present needs ; and as the century draws to a close, the ^ 

necessity and supreme importance of this inquiry are | 

being more and more widely recognised. I 

^ The references to Kant in this and the preceding paragraph are of 
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APPENDIX. 

THE THEORY OF MONISM. 

§ I. It will enlighten the epistemological problems which 
we have been considering if we discuss the bearings of a 
metaphysical theory which is very popular at present, particu- 
larly among scientific thinkers who have been led to take an 
interest in Philosophy, and at the same time are biassed by 
their whole training and course of study towards accepting the 
provisional assumptions of physical science as an ultimate 
position. I refer to the conception sometimes described as 
the ‘identity-hypothesis’ or ‘double-aspect theory’ of the rela- 
tion of mind and body; sometimes, again, as the theory 
of ‘scientific monism’ or ‘metaphysical parallelism.’ The 
best popular exposition of it is that of Romanes, in his Mind 
and Motion: and Monism, But not only is the theory of 
present interest ; it is of great historical importance as having 
been fully worked out in the seventeenth century by one of 
the greatest intellects humanity has ever produced — Spinoza. 

Nevertheless, it is one. of those ambiguous theories which may 
be made to face in nearly every direction, and from which the 
most contradictory conclusions may be evolved. Every theory 
may be called monistic which regards the world — including 
man — as the dependent manifestation of a single Power or 
Principle : every philosophy is monistic which seeks for a 
single real Ground of all things. Again, the so-called monistic 
theory of mind and matter is often stated in such very general 
terms that any one would accept it who did not hold a theory 
like that of Descartes, — of two distinct substances acting on 
one another. Such statements of it suggest that the negative 
of this dualistic view is its chief implication ; if so, the stress 
laid upon certain principles of physical and mechanical science 
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to prove it seems quite unnecessary. Thus Floffding ^ classes 
together Spinoza, Leibniz, Schelling, Hegel, Fries, Beneke, 
and Fechner as Monists ; and in the hands of Romanes, the 
theory has become so accommodating as to admit of in- 
dividual immortality, the possibility of ‘miracle/ and of 
physical ‘answers^ to prayer ^ By other monists, of course, 
such conclusions would be promptly rejected. These remarks 
are not intended to be taken as argmimita ad homhiem^ but 
as indications of the vague manner in which Monism is some- 
times stated and conceived. Green, who strenuously resists 
every attempt to show that the reality of the material world is 
constituted otherwise than by the activity of a spiritual prin- 
ciple, yet expresses himself to the effect that ‘‘ our intelligence 
is not to be regarded as a result of Nature, or Nature as a 
result of our intelligence ; but they are to be regarded as 
having a common source and as being communicated to us in 
inseparable correlation.” ^ The Monistic theory has been ex- 
pressed in just such terms ; but Monism, when clear as to its 
own meaning, must regard the Ground of all things as mani- 
fested eqtially in what Green calls ‘the uniform order of 
Nature ’ and ‘ our knowledge of that order, ^ — as much in 
Nature as in Man ; while for Green, the ‘ common source ’ of 
the two is itself a spiritual principle, and therefore is revealed 
far more fully in Man than in Nature. The distinguishing 
characteristic of Monism is to reject this view and to seek 
for a Principle of which Mind and Matter are equally essential 
attributes. 

This theory rests on four assumptions. The first assump- 
tion is that of complete psycho - physical parallelism : the 
doctrine that for every distinguishable change in conscious- 
ness there is a corresponding change of cerebral activity. 
This is only scientifically proved for those particular changes 
in consciousness which con.sist in the emergence of sensations 
and mental images, but it is assumed to hold throughout. 
The second assumption is, the unity and continuity of the 
material world,— the world of matter and motion, consisting 

^ Outlines of Psychology ^ ch. ii. (a vigorous but not very profound defence 
of * Monism ’). 

^ Op, cit.i pp. 88 ff. 

Prolego 7 nena^ §§ 35, 36 (editor^s summary). 
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only of motions of elements whose nature it is to move ; it is 
treated as a solid and universal continuum ; all physical pro- 
cesses — including those in which organic life consists — are 
regarded as mere parts of a locked system of mechanically 
determined motions. The third assumption is that this 
material universe, as such, has an existence of equal validity 
with that of consciousness — has the same degree of reality as 
mind. The fourth assumption is that the material world of 
motion and the mental world of thought are — in Spinoza’s 
words — una eademque res, under two aspects ; or two distinct 
attributes of a single substance. The standing metaphor for 
this is, the convex and concave sides of the same curve, which 
cannot be separated without destroying both, and yet are 
different and in a sense opposed in their appearance. In this 
case, we find a more limited and a more general view ; that 
matter has a ^ psychical side ’ only when it attains that degree 
of complexity of organisation which is required to constitute a 
nervous system;^ or, on the other hand, that not only the 
highly complex motions forming the nervous system, but all 
motion in the universe has its psychical side ; omnia animata, 
as Spinoza said. This is what is commonly known as Monism, 
and is defended by Paulsen,- Hoffding,^ Lewes, ^ Carus,® and 
many others. 

Let us examine the fourth of the assumptions that have 
been indicated. With regard to this, it may be maintained 
that the unity is only a matter of verbal assertion — we cut 
the Gordian knot in words only, and explain nothing. It is 
a great question whether the unity of two things so devoid 
of anything in common, as the world of motion which the 
monists have in view and the world of consciousness, is at 
all conceivable. The two ^ aspects ’ are equally real ; though 
neither of them is independent of that of which they are 
aspects, yet consciousness is as independent of motion as 
motion is of consciousness — this is required by the hypothesis 
of ‘ parallelism.’ The underlying unity ex hypothesi can never 
be known as such ; all of it that can ever be known is the one 

3-^ Riehl, Science and Metaphysics (Eng. Tr, of concluding portion of Der 
Philosophische K7‘itictsmus). ■ 

^ EinleiHmg in die Philosophie, ^ Op. cit., and in his Etkik. 

^ Physical Basis of Mind. 

^ Fundamental Probie^jis, and articles in The Monist. 
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or the other of its two relatively- independent ^ aspects/' and 
its nature as the identity of these must remain wholly unknown 
.and unknowable. The idea of substance and attribute throws 
no light on the matter unless we have first critically examined 
the meaning of this relation and the sphere of its legitimate 
use. We have no experience of a substance with absolutely 
disparate attributes. The identity theory has some appearance 
of being intelligible owing to its skilful employment of the 
metaphors of ‘aspects/ ‘sides/ ‘convex and concave/ &:c.y 
but even this support will not bear examination. These 
metaphors are altogether inapplicable to the case ; for the 
distinctions they imply have no meaning save for an observer 
somehow independent of the object which has the ‘ aspects ’ : 
and the aspects adduced — for instance, in a curve in space — 
are really similar in nature, being simply opposite directions 
in space, and the like, while mind and mechanical motion are 
opposite extremities of ‘ the whole diameter of being.’ Who 
is the observer who distinguishes the aspects or attributes in 
the case of the duality of consciousness and motion ? Simply 
wnsciousmss itself : this attribute must therefore be the more 
fundamental of the two, for it not, only knows itself but knows 
the other attribute, while ‘motion^ ex hypothesi knows neither 
itself nor consciousness ; and consciousness is not merely a 
mirror for itself and the world, but interprets the world in the 
light of postulates derived from its own nature. That is, not 
only in knowledge does consciousness go beyond the line of 
obedient ‘parallelism,’ in demanding that the universe shall 
be an intelligible whole; it forms Ideals in the spheres of 
practical conduct and [esthetic contemplation, which carry it 
beyond ail finite experience. Thus Spinoza, in working out 
his monistic scheme, was obliged to assign an immense pre- 
ponderance to the attribute of Thought (consciousness as a 
whole).^ Such considerations forcibly suggest that the third 
.assumption, indicated above, is as untenable as the fourth, 
.and that the distinguishing characteristics of ‘ matter ’ are 
less real than those of mind. When developed in this way, 
Monism points in the direction of the theory of Spiritualism 

^ In fact, it would be impossibW, to work out the scheme quite consis- 
tently without denying the essential attributes' of consciousness : vis a Urgo 
lis the characteristic of mechanical motion/ but vis a fronie of conscious 
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or Idealism. We will attempt a brief synthetic statement of 
this view in its most general form. 

We have seen that in addition to the function of our 
personality which appears in knowledge — in judgments as tO' 
the whether or not of a thing’s existence or the hoiv of its 
existence, that is, in Judgments depending on a standard of 
Truth, we also form Judgments depending on a standard of 
Worth. Such Judgments of worth fall into two classes, which 
may be distinguished by saying that one class relates to the 
worth of things as determined by characteristic relations which 
are only in an indirect way the product of will. These are 
the /Esthetic Judgments, depending on a standard of Beauty. 
The other class relates to events that are much more within 
our own control — our conduct and character as conscious 
beings. These are the Moral Judgments, depending on a 
standard of practical goodness, and ultimately on a meaning 
or purpose in our lives. These Judgments of Worth, in both 
kinds, are often taken to be quite distinct from the intellectual 
Judgments referred to above, which are Judgments i^fact; in 
knowledge we endeavour to make our ideas conform to facts, 
while in practical conduct we endeavour to realise our aims, 
that is, to make facts conform to our ideas, ^ so that the 
Judgment of Worth is upon fact. But we must look more 
closely still at their difference and connection ; for, so far, we 
seem to have a certain contrast or opposition between the 
idea of Truth and that of .Worth. This contrast, 'which tends 
to appear, for example, in Lotze’s waitings, may be very 
misleading. 

It is by means of these factual judgments that individual 
minds attain to knowledge, that is, each ideally recognises or 
rather reconstructs what really exists. We have seen that the 
ideal goal of all attempts at knowledge is to attain to an 
understanding or comprehension of Reality as a whole — of 
all kinds of existence regarded as belonging together ; whereas 
the special sciences deal only with particular kinds of existehce,^ 
regarded in separation. Metaphysics attempts to comprehend 
the different kinds of. existence together ; it has not to ‘ deal 

^ In Eeslhetic creation, we endeavour to make facts conform to one 
another: it thus appears, to hold an intermediate place between intellec- 
tual and moral activity, , 
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with Reality as a whole ’ in the sense that it ignores all the 
results of the special sciences,^ but in the sense that it seeks 
to combine these results, removing their limitations and doing 
justice, to each. Now this idea of a completely unified know- 
ledge is itself a standard of Worth, by which 'we test those 
attempts at scientific knowledge to which men have hitherto 
attained. It is an ideal of consistency^ in this sense : the more 
consistently we are able to co-ordinate the results of the 
sciences with one another, the more nearly we believe our- 
selves to have approached to a knowledge of the universe as 
a whole, — of Reality in all its kinds, considered as one whole ; 
in other words, the more nearly we have approached to a 
completely unified knowledge. This Ideal thus constitutes a 
standard of Truth m general^ as distinct from the more or less 
particular or limited truths with which ^ve deal in science and 
common life, and which are true only under certain conditions 
of time and space. It is one aspect of Worth, which may be 
called the logical, and is co-ordinate with the ethical and 
aesthetic aspects. The particular Judgments are dependent 
upon the sensuous basis of concrete perception : these Judg- 
ments form the material which is organised under the guidance 
of the intellectual standard of Worth. The latter is of course 
a postulate of our intelligence ; and thus w’’e see how far it is- 
true that in knowledge we - conform our ideas to fact.’ The 
general nature of Reality, in view of which we organise know- 
ledge, is given us by our intelligence itself, hence in this 
direction we have to conform our ideas to the laws of our 
own Thought ; but the material which is thus conformed — 
that is, the particular Judgments of fact — could not exist but 
for the immediacy of sensuous presentation : as we shall see, 
these Judgments have to conform themselves to this imme- 
diate element. On the other hand, in practical conduct we 
conform the immediate element to our ideas, but again it is 
under the guidance of an Ideal which, like that of the intellect, 
is given by our own nature; while in Art we conform various 
aspects of the immediacy to one another, but, once more,, 
under a standard which is nothing foreign to ourselves. 

According to Idealism, the facts are explained if there 

^ Many expositions of ‘ the relation, of Science and Philosophy ’ in effect 
amount simply to this. ' ‘ - 
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exists a Universal Being, — ‘universal’ because in vitally 
necessary relation at once to each subjective human con- 
sciousness and to the objective system of things, — who is 
the fullest realisation of all to which these strivings and 
aspirations of ours may be dimly discerned to tend. Ideal- 
ism finds in the conscious and self - conscious life with its 
ideal Ends — the True, the Beautiful, the Good — the key to 
the nature of the whole, the Absolute. It holds that “we 
must be in earnest with the unity of the world, but must not 
forget that, regarded as a system of forces, the world pos- 
sesses no such unity ; it acquires it only when regarded in 
the light of an End of absolute value or worth, which is 
realised or attained in it ; and such an End-in-itself we find 
only in the self-conscious life of man, in the world of Truth, 
Beauty, and Goodness which he builds up for himself, and 
of which he constitutes himself a citizen.” Thus in the first 
place, Idealism recognises that the deepest reality in the 
Universe is a Conscious Activity not different in kind from 
our own consciousness, in which it manifests itself most fully. 
The problem of Ontology then becomes, to show how it is 
concealed and revealed in varying degrees in the various 
forms of natural activity known to the sciences. We say 
‘ concealed and revealed,’ for the Idealistic view implies that 
what we call matter or the material world is a Phenomenon 
or appearance, in the sense of a very partial and imperfect 
manifestation of a reality of whose nature our spiritual life is 
the highest revelation that we have. It does not say that 
matter is unreal, or an illusion, but that matter is only real as 
being the dependent manifestation of what we can only think 
of as a Spiritual Being. It does not say that matter is a 
perfect manifestation of Spirit, but that it is a very imperfect 
and fragmentary manifestation. Hence come the specific 
characteristics of matter which ordinary thought always sets 
in opposition to those of Spirit. We say that the Absolute 
is ‘ in vitally necessary relation ’ to each individual conscious- 
ness, and ‘manifests itself’ therein most fully; for Idealism 
implies that the individual consciousness is not only rooted 
in the infinite but is itself infimte on one side, while it is 
finite on another as having a hentre of selfhood of its own. 
It is the very essence of the Absolute that wells up in us and 
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is experienced by us under the form of our Ideais of Worth— 
the rational impulses to seek for and realise that Ideal, for 
ourselves, in its three aspects. In other words, there is the 
gradual emergence of a universal Spiritual Principle in and 
through the finite self-consciousness of the individual, which 
is thus aufgelioben — in Hegel’s sense — without losing its in- 
dividuality. The Ideals give rise to a threefold striving or 
epojs in our nature — a striving after what, from the individual 
view-point, Is not yet realised but may be so, or after what is 
potentially ours; while from the universal view-point, these 
springs of action, as they tend to become supreme, constitute 
a self-surrender, as it were, to that which is eternally real — to 
that of which it may be said, as of Aristotle’s unmoved Mover, 
Ktyei cos ipuifLevov, The apparent inconsistency between the 
two statements will be discussed elsewhere (chap, vii.); but 
we may say at once that every Idealist view of the world is 
unintelligible unless we are in earnest with the Hegelian 
conception of degrees of reality. Owing to his neglect of this 
conception, or failure to see its significance, Green’s attempt 
to establish and defend Idealism in bk. i. of the Prolegomena 
is, I think, a complete failure. 

§ 2. The whole line of thought leading from the double- 
aspect theory to Idealism arises out of those facts which force 
us to assign the preponderance to the conscious side of the 
duality. But these facts may be overlooked, as they often 
are by Physicists and mere Physiologists ; and then Monism 
develops naturally into a half- materialistic view, usually called 
Conscious Automatism. We only k 7 iotv mind as correlated 
with cerebral states, which are assumed to be part of a con- 
tinuous and coherent system of mechanical . causation ; and 
mind itself — if we ignore the existence of the Ideals which 
give all its unity to our life — may easily be represented 
as consisting of unsubstantial, fleeting, discontinuous states. 
Hence the conclusion is that the material side of the duality 
is the most fundamental, and that consciousness (as we know 
it) consists of dependent inert accompaniments of cerebral 
motions. I say ‘ consciousness as we know it,’ — for under- 
lying this remarkable theory , there is usually a species of 
atomism which assigns to every , one of the discrete units of 
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matter — the atoms — a psychical life of some kind, and it is 
supposed that when matter is organised in so complex a way 
as it is in the brain, the atoms, in virtue of their psychical 
character, somehow manufacture what we know as conscious- 
ness or mind. The crudity of this conception needs no 
remark.^ If the more comprehensive and less one-sided 
theory of Monism is indefensible, a fortiori this extreme 
development of it is so ; let us therefore return to the former. 
We have examined the third and fourth of the assumptions on 
which Monism relies, and now come to the second, which is 
really the main root and support of the whole theory. It 
implies a certain vie^v as to the mode of existence of the 
material world, as such, — that is, the world where ^ laws of 
motion ’ reign supreme : this world is supposed to have the 
unity and continuity of a complete system. Does our know- 
ledge of the so-called material universe bear out the view? 
Let us consider this knowledge under the two heads of per- 
ceptive or sense-knowledge, and thought-knowledge. We need 
not imply that these are different in kind, but only that for 
certain purposes it is of primary and fundamental importance 
to emphasise their divergent characteristics \ and we need not 
press the term sense-knowledge, — sense-being or sense-experi- 
ence would be more appropriate. Our point is that those 
qualities of matter w^hich are supposed to distinguish it from 
mind, and which are opposed, in the view of ordinary thought, 
to mental existence, cannot exist in independence of mind 
and its activity; for their apparently character arises 

from the fact that they are due to the discriminative activity 
of thought in connection wdth a sensuous basis which is not 
manufactured by that activity. But though this basis is not 
made by the activity of thought, yet it cannot form any kind 
of experience or knowledge apart from thought. It only 
exists as it ‘ burns in the one focus " of my or of your per- 
ceptive thought here and now. But let us waive this, and 
let us suppose that there is an immediate apprehension of 
material qualities — of extended and solid forms, for example — 
apart from the discriminating and relating activity of thought.^ 

^ Some effective criticisms are passed upon it by Romanes, pp. 70-77 
(op. czL) 

. - This view is adopted in pnndpkhy Mx Hobhouse, in his recent work 
on the Theory of Knowledge; i^fra, ch. in., Appendix. 
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It is obvious that such ^apprehension^ must be limited to 
what is here and now present to me or to you ; but this 
is not all. Within these limits, the immediate apprehension 
that we do have is that of an incoherent fluctuating fragment, 
^with ragged edges/ without any self-supporting or self-sub- 
sistent character. The ultimate fact, beyond which we cannot 
go, is nmid apprehending matter ; as we have seen, matter is 
only directly given as the contents of some particular in- 
dividual’s perception or apprehension at some particular time 
and place ; and apart from this relation, it is a fiction. To 
deny this, would be to affirm that all the material ^ things ' of 
which we have immediate apprehension exist exactly as we 
apprehend them in independence of our minds, which are 
simply mirrors in which ‘ things ’ reflect themselves. The 
things persist and act according to laws of their own ; the 
mirrors come and go and are conditioned by the laws of the 
things. This theory contradicts itself as soon as it is stated 
clearly. The material things must, to be perceived, reflect 
themselves in the mirrors ; the reflection or copy is the ‘ state 
of consciousness’ which the mind or mirror directly perceives j 
the independent reality is behind it, and then the resemblance 
of the reality to its copy, and even the very assumption that 
there is a reality behind the copy, becomes open to question ; 
we are landed in the position of Hume, This has often been 
pointed out ; but the nature of the self-contradiction we have 
referred to is not often indicated with precision. As soon as 
we maintain that the material world of perception — the world 
of form, size, colour, sound, &c., — exists independently of all 
mind just as it does when presented to a mind, we must 
admit that the perception of it is simply a copy of itself which 
it leaves in the mind. We are obliged to make a separation 
between the perceived thing and the real thing ; for the pro- 
cess of perception is a transitory, fragmentary phenomenon, — 
it only takes place at intervals, and it varies from mind to 
mind in fulness, definiteness, and accuracy. Therefore in our 
anxiety to vindicate the independent reality of the world which 
is ' immediately apprehended,’ we have reduced the latter to 
transient states of the individual consciousness, and erected 
behind it another world which is not perceived or apprehended 
at ail 
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It may be said that all such argument is true but futile, 
and that modern science has resolved the whole difficulty by 
its ' discovery ^ that all of what Locke called the ‘ secondary ’ 
qualities of matter — colours, sounds, tastes, Szc. — are only 
states of consciousness produced by infinitely complex mo- 
tions of particles in empty space ; the reality of the material 
universe consists in space, solidity, and motion only ; and 
these ‘ primary qualities ’ exist in themselves just as they do 
for our consciousness. This is, of course, simply a return to 
the position of Locke, which is that of the ancient Atomists, 
and is generally adopted by the physicist who wishes to 
philosophise a little and to do it safely. Unfortunately, the 
legitimacy of this separation of the primary and secondary 
qualities is very questionable/ as Berkeley clearly saw. It 
is certain that the primary qualities cannot be perceived — 
immediately presented — apart from the secondary ; and as 
regards conception, can we think of abstract, empty extension 
and duration without thinking of a w/zat that is extended or 
endures — can we think of it without adding the general idea 
of something objective that fills the extension and duration ? 
In one part of his Transcendental yEsthetic Kant argues on 
the supposition that we cannot think pure space and pure 
time as non-existent, though we can think away everything in 
space and time j this doctrine he seems to reaffirm in the 
Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science, But in the 
System of Principles,, when fully conscious of the deeper 
implications of his own theory of knowledge, he shows that 
space cannot be conceived as empty, but only as filled with a 
real content (the ‘secondary’ qualities). We can think away 
any particular objects or changes in space and time, but not 
the universal schema or form of objectivity in general and of 
change in general. 

When once this illegitimate separation is made, the ‘ mon- 
istic ’ theory presents itself as a plausible way out of the diffi- 
culties which result from our having on the one side matter 
defined only as that which occupies and moves in space, and 
on the other side mind or minds. Obviously we cannot rest 
in the idea that a dance of atoms, or what not, in empty 

^ This is effectively argued/ by Mr, Bradley, A;ppearanc& aiid Reality, 
bk. i. cli. i. 
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space impinges on a mind and thereby produces various 
effects in the way of sensation. It is this incompatibility of 
the two kinds of existence, together with the fact of their cor- 
relation, that makes monism appear a brilliant solution : may 
they not be two sides of one Reality? Now, we have seen 
that the theory can only state itself by the help of confused 
metaphors which have no application to the case ; we have 
seen that it fails to appreciate the deepest characteristic of 
mental life — self-consciousness and the formulation of Ideals ; 
and we have seen that its treatment of our perceptive know- 
ledge of the ‘external world is thoroughly uncritical. We 
have now to see that its treatment of our thought-knowledge 
is just as defective. If the esse of matter as perceived neces- 
sarily involves pei'cipi^ it follows that the whole ‘ material ’ 
universe beyond the individuaFs present perception — so far as 
he knows that universe — is a matter of thought-knowledge, a 
result of the constructive activity of his intelligence in harmony 
with other intelligences. The world is him an ideal con- 
struction reared by thought, under the guidance of its own 
nature as intelligence, but on the basis of perception. The 
truth is that in this connection (thought-knowledge) there is 
no meaning in speaking of a material unwerse ; the universe 
in question is simply the objective system to which knowledge, 
in one branch of its self - development, refers. Implicitly 
science begins by assuming that reality has the form of such 
a system, and proceeds partially to interpret its contents \ and 
if objective knowledge is considered by itself, in abstraction 
from self-consciousness, there is no ground for determining 
the system as ^ material ’ or as ^ immaterial.’ Since, then, the 
sciences from their nature must be concerned in objective 
knowledge only, they are not entitled to speak of the universe 
as material or the reverse. Probably it is a vague conscious- 
ness of this which makes physicists so eager to assure us that 
they do not know what matter /j. It does not need even this 
consideration to show us that the objective knowledge which 
the sciences claim to have attained is only a fragment when 
compared with reality as a whole. This must be admitted by 
all intelligent beings ; but there is more than this. It is not 
even a coherent fragment, but an aggregate of detached frag- 
ments, To say nothing of the difficulties that each science has 
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within itself, it is separated from the others by a chaos. The 
doctrine upheld by Holfding and others' in this connection 
seems to me to be in the highest degree misleading and false ; 
what can be more arbitrary than to assume that all causes 
which cannot be reduced to* cases of mechanical reciprocity — 
that is, of motion determining and being determined by motion 
only — are ^supernatural or ‘miraculous’ causes? We have 
already explained and defended the view that to merely me- 
chanical science a chemical combination is ‘ supernatural ’ in 
the only sense in which this extraordinary term has any mean- 
ing ; similarly, the real constitution of the living organism is 
‘ supernatural ’ to both mechanical and chemical science ; and 
so on. 

Our conclusion is, that the universal solid contmuum of 
matter in motion simply does not exist. It is a figment of 
the ‘ scientific ’ imagination, and should lead us to remember 
that our choice is not between metaphysics and no meta- 
physics, but between a metaphysics of crude dogma and one 
that is critically aware of what it is doing. 

§ 3. We have thus seen that all the foundations of ‘mon- 
ism ’ break down under examination ; all that is left is the 
fact that a parallelism of mental and cerebral processes is well 
established in the region of Sensation and Mental Imagery. 

Before finally dismissing the theory from our minds, it will 
be well to notice one of its implications, which is generally 
brought into the foreground in any discussion of it. The 
theory is supposed to remove the difficulties involved in the 
ordinary view that there is ‘ causal interaction ’ between mind 
and body. I do not suppose it will be denied that every 
rational being must believe in the reality of such ‘ interaction ’ 
when engaged in practical conduct of any kind. If, then, 
the theoretical difficulties of this belief were insuperable, we 
should have to acquiesce in a dualism of reason and practical 
conviction wffiich might prepare the way for scepticism, unless 
we could give a satisfactory account of the origin of the 
practical conviction ; or, again, we should have to set aside 
the latter as an illusion ; and this procedure might have 
serious consequences, for the belief in question is not less 
spontaneous and ineradicable than certain others which are 
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quite indispensable to science. Such considerations, however^ 
have only an indirect bearing on the question. What happens 
when my will ‘ moves ^ my arm ? As we have impliedj the 
view of common-sense is that my will moves my arm because 
mind and body are so related that a state of the drain — 
which is known to the only function of the organism with 
which consciousness is immediately correlated — may aj/ea the 
state of consciousness, and vice versa. The word ‘ cause,’ as 
used in this connection, may easily be misleading, in this way. 
Materialism is usually described as holding that various states 
of motion in the brain may ‘ cause ’ a state of consciousness ; 
and Spiritualism or Idealism is described — by Romanes, 
for example — as holding conversely that consciousness may 
‘ cause ’ material motion. But as thus used, ^ causation ’ 
implies the existence of an agent which creatively produces 
out of itself something new, — it signifies a process of manu- 
facture where the material wrought up into the product is the 
nature of the productive agency itself.^ It would be a very 
crude conception of Idealism to regard it as teaching that the 
body, and matter generally, is a product of mind in this sense ; 
yet this conception has found its way into more than one 
psychological text-book where the different views of the con- 
nection of mind and body are explained. Common - sense, 
then, in declaring that a state of the mind ‘causes’ a state 
of the brain and nerves, is easily open to misconception ; in 
reality it has no creative causation in view, but only a mutual 
conditioning. 

The Theory of Monism, it is well known, rejects this belief 
as an illusion, and denies that my will moves my arm. The 
mental process called Volition goes on alongside of the 
physical process of muscular and nervous action ; the former 
is caused only by previous mental states, the latter only by 
previous physical states. Three lines of thought are sup- 
posed to lead to this conclusion. The first is thus stated 
by Romanes : “ It appears simply inconceivable that an Order 
of Nature could be maintained at all if it were liable to be 
interfered with at any moment in any number of points ” by 

3 We may note that in this sense what is produced must have been 
already present in the productive, agent. Hence the absurdity of Mate- 
rialism in its old form. 
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human wills.^ But in what sense is it true that there is an 
Order of Nature maintained ? In the sense of a mechanical 
€ 07 itifmum^ such order, as we have seen, does not exist 
There is an Order of Nature in the sense of a general average 
uniformity in the succession of events, as when by an em- 
pirical generalisation, or custom-bred expectation, we are led 
to believe that Svhile the earth remaineth,^ day and night, 
seed-time and harvest, summer and winter, life and death, 
^will not cease’; but with this, human wills could scarcely 
interfere. In a deeper sense there is an Order of Nature — 
that the same causes will always produce the same effects ; 
but this is irrelevant. 

The second line of thought appeals to the so-called law of 
the Conservation of Energy, which, it is said, renders any 
such psycho-physical interaction as common-sense has in view 
impossible. But this law has really no bearing on the question, 
as we can see when we ask, What is our knowledge of ‘ Energy ’ ? 
Some ‘Natural Philosophers’ speak of Energy as if it were 
something verily existing, a supersensible medium circulating 
in the material universe ; but in reality Energy is only mani- 
fested in motion, — motion alone is measured. Modern 
Physics is returning to the position of Descartes, Spinoza, and 
Hobbes.^ This is explicitly recognised and stated with ad- 
mirable clearness by Romanes : “ Our knowledge of the ex- 
ternal world is nothing more than a knowledge of motion. 
For all the forms of Energy have now been proved [sic] to be 
but modes of motion ; and matter, if not in its ultimate con- 
stitution vortical motion, at all events is known to us only as 
changes of motion; all that we perceive in what we call 
matter is change in modes of motion. J^Ve do not even know 
what it is that moves ; we only know that when some modes 
of motion pass into other modes we perceive what we under- 
stand by matter.”^ The principle of Conservation may be 
reduced to this — for Physics, motion can only produce further 
motion, and can only be produced by motion. To make 
this principle universal is obviously to beg the whole question. 

The third line of thought jays stress on the unlikeness of 
motion and mind. It assumes that space — and consequently 
motion — is as much of an ultimate reality as mind is; and 

^ 0 ^, cit, p, 53. ® ^ Op, cit,, p, 3 (italics mine). 
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asks, how can two such . incomparable things act on one 
another ? We have already seen reasons for seriously ques- 
tioning this assumption, and shall see further reasons in the 
sequel. But apart from this consideration, the unlikeness of 
mind and motion has no bearing on the question of their 
interaction; for every case of interaction in the last resort is 
inexplicable. In the case of physical causation it may be 
said that the cause and the effect are comparable^ for both are 
^ materiaV and quantitative relations can be established be- 
tween them, as a rule, by Physics. This is true ; but as a 
matter of observed fact, the relation of causation is one of 
qualitative change ; and ex vi termmorum it can never be ex- 
plained by its merely quantitative aspects, which are capable 
of measurement, and can be dealt with mathematically. 

Before leaving this question, we must observe that it is a 
travesty of the doctrine of interaction to represent it as im- 
plying that the ‘ continuity ' of a nerve-process is interrupted 
in the brain, where an extraneous ^supernaturaH agency 
interferes.’ This is to beg the whole ■ question ; a iierve- 
current,’ when treated as a things is a mere abstraction, — ^it 
has no continuity or unity apart from the unity of the whole 
organism in living, and we have every reason to suppose that 
the unity of the organism would not be possible apart from 
the unity of a feeling-consciousness. We have not bare mind 
on the one side, and bare body on the other, and the former 
^ acting ’ on the latter or vice versa ; we have a coherent, 
though not self-subsisteiit or self-contained, psycho-physical 
totality, consisting of a central conscious function in mutually 
conditioning relation with a complex of co-operating vital 
functions ; when ^ mind acts on body,’ what is meant is that 
the psychical factors contribute indefinitely mo7^e to the par- 
ticular psycho-physical result — which is in this case a mode of 
voluntary conduct — than do the physical factors ; and con- 
versely w^hen ' body acts on mind.’ A new turn given by 
Romanes^ and Lewes ^ to the * monistic’ doctrine in this 
matter is worth comment They claim to find a justifiable 
meaning for the phrase ‘ my will moves my arm/ on the 
monistic view, because will psychical and neuro-muscular 
motion qua physical are / convex , arid concave/ &c., so that 

^ Op. di. - Physical Basis of Mind, Problem HI. ch. vii. 
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neither could be what it is apart from the other. But it is 
evident that in this theory, though the will may be said, in this 
strained sense of the words, to be an ‘ agent ’ in the physical 
world, yet its ^agency’ in this sphere must be understood 
and interpreted as other physical agents are, — that is, as 
mechanically determined by antecedent and simultaneous 
agents. Romanes, in his not too lucid chapter on ‘ The Will 
in relation to Monism,' seems to argue that on his theory the 
will is not only an agent (in the physical world) but a free 
agent; it is an agent as being substantially one with the 
physical, and a free agent as being, qua psychical, unaifected 
by anything extrinsic to its own nature. Is it not evident 
that though the will, qu^ obverse of physical movement, may 
be called an ‘ agent ' in the world, it is not a free agents and 
that, qua psychical, it may be called Tree' but is not an 
agent ? Or, to slightly vary the expression, we may grant that 
it is free in a sense and that it is an agent in a sense; but that 
in the sense in which it is free it is not an agent, and mee 
versa, : ■ . 



CHAPTER in. 


ON THE DISTINCTION OF INDIVIDUAL AND 
UNIVERSAL JUDGMENTS. 

Few distinctions play a more important part — if im- 
portance may be judged by frequency and freedom of 
usage — than that of Individuality and Universality in 
modern philosophical discussions ; and few, we may 
add, are more vaguely and variously conceived, or 
prove more fruitful sources of misunderstanding and 
controversy. With equal emphasis the notion of In- 
dividuality is treated as expressive of a fundamental 
constituent of Reality, and as a transparent self-con- 
tradictory illusion ; and we find corresponding varia- 
tions in the treatment of Universality, from the 
‘traditional universal worship/ the ‘ Platonising tra- 
dition/ for which Professor James expresses such 
contempt, to the psychical atomism of Hume or of 
Herbart, where the existence of universals is denied 
altogether, or where they are regarded as mere products 
having no vital significance for any of the essential 
functions of mind. Hence a critical examination of 
the two conceptions, side by side, may be not without 
value as a means of enlightening certain current con- 
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troversies : and as we shall see, the best way to do 
this will be to examine the corresponding fundamental 
distinction in Judgments, and the bearing upon it of 
the principle of Identity, which is treated sometimes 
as the essential mark of the Individual and sometimes 
opposed to it as the characteristic of the Universal. 
It is important to notice that with regard to the foi'mer 
of these conceptions there are two distinct questions. 
In the first place, what is the general meaning of 
Individuality — what are its constituent elements as 
a conception ? What is the least that it must mean, 
in order that we may be able intelligibly to affirm or 
deny its applicability to the Real ? Secondly, in what 
manner may we refer this conception to Reality ? 
Must we conclude that there is but one real Individual, 
namely, the Universe as a systematic whole, or may 
we intelligibly affirm the existence of a plurality of 
relatively distinct Individuals ? In asking these ques- 
tions, we assume that the conception of Individuality, 
like that of Universality, has an intelligible kernel of 
meaning; and that its use in this meaning — or in 
various related meanings — belongs to the very struc- 
ture of Intelligence, whereby it is the nature of Thought 
so to think. 

We shall be first occupied with the notion of Identity 
in its bearing on Individuality ; the latter notion being 
determined, the time significance of the Universal will 
appear, 

1 . 

I 

§ I. I begin by briefly reviewing certain theories, 
which have been widely held, as to the nature of the 
synthesis in Judgment; for though their untenability 
is now generally recognised, there are one or two 
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points of interest and importance which such a review 
may emphasise. 

The oldest view is that which regards the Judgment 
as essentially a predication ; the Subject is taken in 
extension ' ; that is, it signifies what we call a ^ real 
thing’ or a group of such, — so that here we come 
upon the notion of Individuality; the Predicate is 
taken in ' intension ’ — that is, it signifies certain quali- 
ties, activities, or relations which are affirmed of the 
‘thing.’ The traditional Logic adopts this view in 
its fourfold division of propositions, — though it fails 
to provide a proper place for Judgments explicitly 
referring to a single Individual ; but in its doctrines 
of conversion and of the syllogistic figures it works 
wtH another theory. We shall see that the predi- 
cation view gives a true account of our intentions in 
thinking ; but it is true only in a general way, and, f 
moreover, not in all cases. For when the predication 
is expressed — as every predication naturally is — in 
the typical propositional form, ‘ S is P ’ or ‘ S has the 
quality P,’ we are far from understanding the exact 
meaning of ‘ is ’ or ‘ has and, further, our Judgments 
sometimes express relations which are distinctly not 
predicative in the strict sense, and which cannot be 
put in that form without much artificial manipulation. 
Thus it has been proposed ^ to add to the predicative 
form of the proposition, as co-ordinate with it, other 
forms embodying relations of time and space, of cause 
and effect, of resemblance and difference. In this 
connection we may observe that when testing any 
general theory or interpretation of Judgment by actual 
instances, it is often by no means sufficient merely to 
adduce some isolated Judgnient as a ‘ concrete in- 

^ C,f. Martineau, The Theory of Reasoning ; Essays, vol lii. 
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Stance’; for, as Sigwart observes, ''the Judgment as 
such has real existence only in active judging, in that 
mental act of a thinking individual which takes place 
at a given moment.” You have not got a concrete 
Judgment until you have got it in its place in the 
actual movement of thought in a living mind : in many 
crucial instances you require to know, at least in a 
general way, the circumstances which immediately led 
up to it and the object in view in making it. To con- 
sider it apart from these is to abstract from everything 
which gives it its concrete significance — with the ex- 
ception of the mere language - symbols ; and then in 
most cases it can be made to imply whatever you 
choose. Thus, most Judgments involving one of the 
relations referred to above — time, space, resemblance, 
&c. — seem at first sight to assert concerning at least 
two Subjects ' with adjectival relations between 
them ’ ; ^ but it does not follow that they really do 
so. For example, the assertion ' Fort William lies 
to the west of Ben Nevis’ might easily be made to 
appear as an assertion about two subjects ; but as 
actually made it would be found to give Information 
about Fort William or about Ben Nevis, but not about 
both. Every Judgment gives information about one 
single Subject, or a group of Subjects regarded in 
one aspect, and not about two or more. Informa- 
tion we may regard as the essential characteristic of 
Judgment, and not merely affirmation or assertion 
and denial; all Thought — and Judgment is one of 
the essential functions of Thought — points thi‘ough 
the medium of language outwards from mind to mind : 
its essential aim is at least to form a common ground 
on which different intelligences can meet, and which 

i Mr Bradley traverses the traditional predication doctrine in this way. 
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affords them a means of mutual understanding. Hence, 
though every Judgment is ‘that mental act of a think- 
ing individual which takes place at a given moment/ 
it is always actually or ideally addressed to other think- : 
ing individuals. 

Taking this very simple and obvious view of the, 
matter, we see at once what necessarily must be the: 
nature of those cognitive elements which we ^ise in 
Judgment; they must have a meaning for other minds 
beyond the one which judges, — otherwise no infor- 
mation would be conveyed ; and they must have identi- 
cally the same meaning for all these various minds, for 
in so far as they have not, the information conveyed is , 
confused or misunderstood. Hence the essential char- 
acteristic of Judgment is to use, or approximate to 
“using, the conception or ‘ universal meaning ’ ; the latter 
is‘dbviously the more pregnant designation. The con- 
ception only has the required character, as may be seen 
when we observe the way in which conceptual Thought 
departs, through Imagination or Memory, from Sense. 
The immediate datum of primary presentation — the 
concrete sensuous basis of perception — exists only here 
and now as some one perceives it. It must always 
exist for some percipient individual at a particular time 
and place, and what is ‘ here-now ’ in fact for him ex vi 
termmi cannot be so in fact for any other individual, 
and, above all, is mcommimicable even symbolically. It 
is not merely a unique and actually unsharable experi- 
ence, for that is equally true of the mental imagery 
which clusters round, the sensuous basis ; it is not only 
that the esse of the latter necessarily involves percipi. 
But, as we endeavour by abstraction to get back to ‘ 
pure sense, we find ourselves approaching a conscious- 
ness which would consist only of an undifferentiated 
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mass of feeling— if we may use the term in this con- 
nection;^ such a conception is what more mathematico 
we may call a limit : and any kind of mutual under- 
standing between two such consciousnesses is obviously 
inconceivable in the limit. Such a state, theixfore, is 
not only actually, but even symbolically, unsharable. 
But as consciousness develops, and not merely vari- 
ations in intensity and massiveness are vaguely felt in 
the sensuous field, but differences and points of relation 
are discriminated within it, then the presentations so 
discriminated leave behind a mental tendency or 
psychical disposition^ which effects the subsequent 
appearance of mental imagery; and this, through the 
time-reference it bears, becomes, for the individual, 
representative of the ^ here -now’ that is no longer 
actual as such. Now such secondary presentations in 
different minds may roughly resemble one another ; 
and, in virtue of its representative character, the 
imagery may, b}^ the help of language, be used as a 
universal meaning; this is ^ pictur e - thinking.’ Its 
deficiency appears precisely in this, that though differ- 
ent minds may have like imagery, the resemblance can 
extend only to the rough or fragmentary outline there- 
of, and, as a rule, not beyond its spatial or temporal 
qualities. The universal meaning begins to be reached 
i only in so far as we are able to discriminate within the 
imagery certain points of relation beyond those of space 
and time, forming a ^ content ’ which must be identi- 
cally similar for different minds. This is the con- 
ception, in the proper sense and, as must be carefully 
I observed, it is always to some extent an Ideal, in the 

^ This is Mr Bradley’s use of the term in Appearance and Reality. 

^ Or, if it is preferred, a physiological disposition in the brain- centre : I 
waive the question here. , 
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strict sense, and not merely an ‘idea.’ The scheme of 
relation constituting any definite conception is capable 
of filling in to an indefinite extent ; it is never such a 
given, formed product as the ordinary Logic would 
take it to be.^ The foregoing, of course, does not 
imply that such agreement of content is a suflicient 
test of Truth ; but it is not without the interest of , 
suggestiveness to observe that the agreement becomes i 
increasingly perfect as we pass continuously from the : 
sensuous material of perception towards conception ; 
and that the intellectual content of the individual’s 
consciousness, while remaining his own possession, in 
proportion as it becomes really cognitive, becomes less 
and less for his consciousness, a peculiar possession. 

We shall return to the theory of predication, and 
fully discuss its implications, in its universal and 
individual forms, after noticing two other views which 
are more or less one-sided, since they fix on the side of 
extension only or on that of intension only. 

§ 2. The theory which would take both Subject and . 
Predicate in extension, — regarding them as names for 
two groups or classes of individuals, one of which is 
included in, or excluded from, the other by the Judg- 
ment, — cannot be a true account of what takes place 
in the mind, or of our intentions in thinking. The 
‘ class ’ signified by the Subject or Predicate can only 
become an object of thought, can only be known or 
distinguished, by reference to its qualities. The latter 
must therefore enter into the signification of the terms 

i Cf. the classifications of Eotany.and Zoology, where each class is de- 
fined by the explanation of a typical individual belonging to it ; and the 
conception of the type of any sub-class is. siihply a more determinate or more 
specified form of that of the more general class. 
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standing as Subject and Predicate, so that these can- 
not be read in extension merely. Further, it is only in 
what are expressly Judgments of Classification that we 
think the Predicate in extension at all. We may say 
with Mr Bradley that ‘Mf the view stood apart from 
implied preconceptions, and by itself as an interpre- 
tation of fact, it would scarcely be so much as dis- 
cussed.’' On this fundamental falsity the traditional 
Logic has founded its mechanism of the syllogistic 
■ figures and the conversion of propositions. These 
fictions become more curious and interesting when 
fully developed in Symbolic Logic, but then they cease 
to claim to represent any actual or possible process of 
thought} The view which takes both Subject and 
Predicate in extension merely must, as Mr Bradley has 
shown, end by making the Judgment purely verbal — • 
that is, by destroying it altogether. This becomes 
: apparent when we ask. What is the extent of the 
I difference between Subject and Predicate — of their differ- 
; ence as ideas or meanings, not merely as language- 
j symbols — which the Judgment is supposed to admit 
j and affirm ? We may say that any real answer to this 
^ question will dispose of the extension-view. 

There remains the view which takes both Subject 
and Predicate in intension, and understands the pro- 
position as asserting that the conception S includes 
in it the conception P, It is in advance of the 
'theory' we have just examined, inasmuch as it re- 
cognises that the Judgment involves at least some 
kind of synthesis of conceptions or universal mean- 
ings. On the other hand, it may rest on the idea 
that the ' concept ' is , simply a bundle of qualities — 

^ Mr Venn, in his Symbolic Lo^c, indicates the true place of this ^ science/ 
See also E^tc. BriL^ art. Logic^ g§ 34, 35 (p. 800). 
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a mechanical aggregate of general marks, and that 
its universality is only the greater or less numerical 
extent of the aggregate. This idea finds expression, 
in the ^law of the inverse ratio of extension and in- 
tension/ and is excellently criticised by Lotxe/ But 
in any case this interpretation of Judgment does not! 
give a true account of our intentions in thinking, | 
It is not true of any Judgment which gives us In- 
formation about a Subject— whether the Subject be 
what we call a ^real thing/ or a conception which 
is extended and more definitely determined by the 
Judgment. We can justify it only if we are pre- 
pared to make the intension of a term include all 
the known and unknown ‘ qualities ’ which the thing 
denoted by the term may possess. This would in- 
troduce fundamental confusion into our thinking, for 
every significant term, when appearing as the Subject 
of a Judgment, would stand for the universe as a 
whole. The source of the defect in the intension~| 
view is the basal error of all merely conceptualistj 
logic: it makes the Judgment assert a relation be- 1 
tween ideas only. Whatever plausibility this view| 
of the matter may possess, arises, I should say, from ' 
the extreme ambiguity of the term - idea.' The Judg- 
ment as such is an 4dea’ of mine in the sense of 
being a function of my mind, a mental 'act’ of 
thought; but except in the Judgments which are 
expressly the result of introspective reflection,^ it is 
perfectly obvious that what is asserted is not a re- 
lation between my idea S simply as mine, and my 

^ Logic, §§ 25.32. 

3 And even then only when the statement expresses what is a mere 
personal idiosyncras}^ of my own. We shall deal with the Judgments of 
‘introspection’ later on (ch. v.) , , . ' , . 



no ON THE distinction OF INDIVIDUAL 


;idea P; what is asserted is an objective relation 
among facts, a relation which does not depend upon 
;my ideas for its existence. My knowledge refers to 
' something which is ‘ independent ' of it in the sense 
of being 

Actual ere its own beginning, operative through its course, 

Unaffected by its end,” 

What is referred to is bh objective system: system/ 

in that it is a world of inter-related parts: ^objective,' 
in that their relations are independent and permanent 
relatively to the change and progress of my intellec- 
tual consciousness, where Judgments concerning them 
;are made. In other words (the so-called Judgments 
of ^ introspection ’ being excluded from present con- 
sideration), every Judgment involves a trans- subjec- 
tive reference in the sense which was defined in the 
I previous chapter. 

It is of course possible to say, with Herbart, Lotze, 
and others, that logical Judgments do not only 
speak of what is real, of things — many of them have 
for their subject a mere matter of thought, something 
unreal or even impossible.” To meet this difficulty, 
we must first — with Professor James, Mr Bradley, Dr 
Keynes, and Dr Venn — distinguish various ^worlds’ 
or ‘orders of existence’ to one or other of which 
the Judgment must refer. Professor James suggests 
the following list : ^ (i) The world of sense, or physical 
‘ things ’ as apprehended in the completeness of their 
spatial and other sensible qualities. (2) The world 
of physical or mechanical science, consisting of noth- 
ing but ‘ matter ■ defined by its primary qualities only 
—in other words, defined only as that which occupies 
^ Principles $f Psychology , voL il p. 292. 
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and moves in space. (3) The world of ideal relations 
or abstract truths, as expressed in logical, mathe- 
matical, metaphysical, ethical, or sesthetic proposi- 
tions. (4) The world of ^ idols of the tribe/ illusions 
or prejudices common to the race: the motion of 
the sky round the earth, for example, belongs to this 
world: and for mechanical science, the ‘secondary’ 
qualities of matter, such as colour, sound, tempera- 
ture, are nothing but ‘ idols of the tribe.’ (5) The 
various supernatural worlds, mythological, religious, 
or theological : and the worlds of fable, folk-lore, or 
deliberate romance and fiction. (6) The various 
worlds of individual opinion, as numerous as men 
are. (7) The worlds of sheer madness and vagary. 
Each of these is a system of more or less definitely 
inter-related parts, so that within each world certain 
things are true of each part of it ; thus, “ In the world 
of Ivanhoe, the hero does not really marry Rebecca, 
as Thackeray falsely makes him do.” Now whatever!! 
be the world to which the Judgment may refer, if it/ 
is believed to be a real world by the thinker who/j 
judges concerning it, the Judgment conforms to our | 
rule, of referring, in the thinker’s intention, to a | 
genuinely objective system. But the world may be " 
known by the thinker to be unreal, and yet, so far as it 
is a systematic world, true Judgments concerning any 
part of it are possible, as in the example we have 
just given; in what sense do such Judgments refer 
to objective reality ? The answer to this question 
is suggested by a term which the Cambridge Logicians 
— particularly Dr Keynes and Dr Venn — have adopted, 
and which they employ to signify what we have called 
a ‘ world ’ or an ‘ order of existence.’ Any such world, 
as those we have distinguished, is described as a 
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Universe of Discourse — a system of ideas which is 
the product" of an intelligence or of various intelli- 
gences in union. The reality of any such universe 

is * constituted only by the minds among whom it 

originates and circulates — for whom, in a word, it is 
a universe of discourse ; they are the "objective reality’ 
which the thinker has in view in judging concerning 
it, and apart from them, the world referred to is 
merely a flaUis vocis. Hence the Judgments which 
deal with what Lotj^e calls "" a mere matter of 
thought, something unreal or even impossible,” do 
; actually refer to real existence in a true and important 
; sense. 

It is not sufficient, however, merely to recognise that 
Judgment involves an objective reference; we must be 
more explicit and ascertain exactly in what way it is 
involved. This, as will be seen, is of great importance 
in view of one of the objects of our inquiry — the mean- 
ing of Individuality. 

§ 3. John Stuart Mill seems to recognise, but also 
desires to explain away, the reference to reality which 
is involved in every Judgment. In the Examination 
of Hamilton^ and in the independent discussion in his 
Logic, he insists strongly, in revulsion from the concep- 
tualist view, that our Judgments refer to " real things’; 
but then, as Mr Bosanquet observes, ""he almost takes 
our breath away by calling them states of consciousness^' 
This is closely connected with the inconsistency of 
holding an empiricist theory of perception and yet 
introducing objective reality in the form of " perma- 
nent possibilities of sensation.^ He is clear, however, 
in, rejecting the doctrine of predication; both Subject 
and Predicate are reduced to collections of attributes, 
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and the Judgment is interpreted as asserting that 
the attributes signified by S ^ always accompany ’ or 
" always coexist with ’ those signified by P. The 
reason given for this, as against the theory of pre- 
dication, is that we only know” the Substance or Sub- 
ject by its qualities; hence to predicate qualities of 
the Substance is only to say that certain other qual- 
ities accompany those that are known. Now, by 
‘ qualities,’ sensible qualities only are understood : thus 
Mill’s conclusion is an application of the Berkeleian 
theory of perception — the theory that we cannot even 
intelligibly speak of a reality which has the qualities. 
The latter expression, on the contrary, we take to be 
a metaphorical one w^hich is naturally and legitimately 
used to indicate the relation of Substance and Attri- 
bute; it signifies that the Substance is at least some- 
thing more than the unified totality of the perceived 
and inferred^ qualities, and is such that the qualities 
depend upon it — thej^ are in some way conditioned by 
it. We onl}^ know the Substance or Subject by a few 
of its qualities— enough to identify it ; and according 
to the theory of predication, the very reason of the 
Judgment is to tell us more of its qualities. To ex- 
press this more accurately, we must say that we have 
first a more or less partial and vaguely defined concep- 
tion of the Subject, and the aim of the Judgment is 
to fill in this outline to a certain extent and so far 
make it more determinate. In so doing, the Judg- 
ment is regarded as giving information about the 
Substance itself. This, then, is the fundamental 
problem ; How is knowledge of the qualities the same 
as knowledge of the Substance, or how is it possible 

^ I use this phrase in recognition of the fact that without thought there 
could be no perception 
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to say that the Substance is the qualities ? In what 
sense does the former transcend and condition the 
latter? Or, in other words, In what does the iden- 
tity and Individuality of the Subject consist? Some 
position must be taken up with regard to these ques- 
tions, before the theory of predication can be con- 
sidered intelligible. 

Among recent writers on Logic, Mr Bradley has 
very clearly emphasised the reference to reality in 
Judgment. But, according to him, the synthesis is 
essentially between the whole content of the Judg- 
ment and reality in general Both Subject and Pre- 
dicate are taken adjectivally; the distinction between 
them, though possible in most Judgments, has no 
significance. Together the two form but a single ad- 
jective, so that the Judgment expresses a single idea, 
and attaches this idea, this ‘floating adjective,’ to the 
nature of Reality as a whole. The Universe as a 
whole, then, is the true subject of every Judgment. 
This is an extreme statement, which it is difficult . to 
reconcile with the facts. My assertions in general are 
not made about Reality as a whole ; they are made of 
some definite portion of reality which is taken— for the 
time, at least — as a distinct or individual thing. The 
Judgment may very well be expressed thus: 

S (X) is P, 

where the Subject is Reality (symbolised here as X) 
already qualified so as to be the individual S, and the 
additional qualification P is predicated of it. The syn- 
thesis is between S (X) and P, not between the com- 
bination S P and X,; — reality in general or the universe. 
This, it will be seen, approximates to the traditional 
theory (predication), but widens it so as to include 
the cases which that view, when taken strictly, ex- 
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eluded. Mr BosanqueUs statement of the matter is 
truer to fact than Mr Bradley’s unqualified interpreta- 
tion. The former writer distinguishes between the ' ulti- 
mate’ and the ‘immediate’ Subject, and hence is en- 
abled to find a place for the traditional distinction of 
Subject and Predicate within the Judgment. Accord- ] 
ing to him, the ultimate significance of ever}^ Judgment is j 
to refer an idea — that is, a conception or meaning ’ as ; 
explained above — to Reality ; while on the other hand 
no Judgment can be found within which Subject and 
Predicate are not apparent. “ In every Judgment, the I 
ultimate Subject, Reality, is represented by a selective “ 
perception or idea which designates a something ac- 
cepted as real ; this something, taken as standing for 
Reality, is the actual Subject of the Judgment, and is 
qualified by the ideal content which forms the pre- 
dication.” ^ 

A few comments must be made on this statement of 
the case. When we say that in its ultimate significance 
every Judgment refers to Reality as a whole — the ob- 
jective system as a universal system of related elements 
^ — the words italicised are of extreme importance. We | 
mean that, admitting any Judgment to be true, we can- ’ 
not deny the modifying effect which by development 
of its implications it may have upon any portion of ; 
our system of knowledge ; ^ and that this postulate 
concerning thought rests upon a postulate concerning 
Reality — viz., that its elements are everywhere mutu- 
ally dependent or ‘ inter -related,’ as we say. Only in 1 
so far as the states of one being or thing or ‘ element 
of reality’ are affected by those of another, and vice 
versa— only in so far as the two beings are not mutually 
independent— can a Judgment referring to one of them 

^ Logic, vol, i. p, 83. ^ Gf. Bosanquet, voL i. p. 73 note. 
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■ be modified by a Judgment referring to the other; and 
‘ only in so far as we tmderstctnd the nature of the mutual 
'•^ dependence can we know the extent and nature of the 
: mutual modification which the Judgments ought to 
exercise on one another. Thus, only in so far as we 
^ have insight into all the connections and dependences 
that subsist among all things, can we form our Judg- 
ments into such a system that any one of them may be 
considered to refer to Reality as a whole, and the 
nature of this reference be explicit and intelligible. 
But our comprehension of the fundamental inter-rela- 
tions of things — the comprehension which is the posi- 
tive attainm.ent of Science and Philosophy — stands in 
the midst of our ignorance as a drop in an ocean ; so 
that the reference of our Judgments to the Universe 
is indeed ‘ ultimate.’ That such reference is really 
possible is a postulate of thought ; to grasp its nature 
is the ideal goal of thought ; but from this, our present 
attainment is separated by a distance indefinitely great 
' — as surely it would be little short of fatuous self-de- 

I ' ception to deny. Our only fruitful inquiry, therefore, 
will be into the characteristics of the immediate ’ Sub- 
ject of our Judgments. Mr Bosanquet’s account of it 
is very brief and very general : he takes it as ^ standing 
for ’ Reality, or as the ' presentation ’ of the latter, in 
relation to the individual’s knowledge ; its function is 
merely to explain where and how Reality accepts the 
: qualification we attach to it,”^ or to ‘'limit the aspect 
of Reality to which the predication refers.”^ The 
problem, as Mr Bosanquet observes, is exactly that of 
the meaning of Individuality : our review of the theo- 
ries of Judgment has brought us to a position from 
which a clear view of its significance may be taken. 

^ op, ciL^ p. 83, - P. 106. w 
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To this end, the notion of an Individual Qualification 
of Reality, symbolised above as S (X) — the immedi- 
ate' or ^actual’ Subject of Mr Bosanquet’s termin- 
ology — must be made as definite as possible. 

11 . 

§ I. It has often been asserted that the principle of 
Identity makes all predication of the form ^ S is P ' 
impossible, as ordinarily understood, since every object 
of thought must ^ be itself’ and cannot be anything 
else. This is the theory which Hegel referred to as 
that of abstract Identity, and which, as we shall see, is 
equally fatal to all synthesis, whatever view of Judg- 
ment we may adopt : it becomes just as impossible to 
qualify X by SP as to qualify S (X) by P. It is ex- 
pounded and adopted by Lotze,^ who insists that it is 
the one supreme law of thought, and discusses the 
system of the forms of Judgment on this basis.^ His 
predecessor Her bar t had also worked with it, but 
worked consistently, so that it becomes of detemiining 
importance for the Plerbartian constructions in on- 
tology. Hence is necessitated a discussion of the epis- 
temological validity of the principle. I shall try to 
show how there is possible an interpretation of it 
which, so far from invalidating the Judgment in the 
form (X) is P,’ becomes simply its regulative canon 
as an individual Judgment. The interpretation which 
will be suggested is in brief as follows. Premising that 
Unity and Identity are perfectly synonymous terms, I 

' Logic, §§ 54, 55. 

For a thorough examination of this side of Lotze’s logical doctrine, see 
Professor Jones’s Critical Account &f: the Philosophy of Loize, ch. iv. (on 
Judgment). 
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regard the principle enunciated by Hegel as indisput- 
able — every real Identity or Unity is an Identity in the 
midst of diversity, a Unity underlying diversity. This 
merely general principle is thus developed when applied 
to reality. With regard to the Self, it is simply a 
formal transcript of the unity of self-consciousness ; 
with regard to reality other than Self, its effect is that 
this is inevitably thought of as consisting in ^finite 
centres ’ — centres each of which controls a finite 
circumference, which are numerically distinct, and of 
which every one ‘is what it is’ or ‘is itself’ in the 
sense that in so far as it is real at all it is real in some 
determinate mode, embracing within it distinguishable 
qualities and relations, and is therefore at least a unity 
of these. Finally, I shall show, from the real nature 
of the principle of Identity itself, that though the finite 
centres are thus conceived as numerically distinct, plu- 
rality is not to be accepted as ultimate. Our thesis 
then is, that the principle of Identity, rightly under- 
stood, justifies the Judgment in the form ‘ S is P ’ as 
applied to any definite reality, since such a Judgment 
simply assigns to the latter a determinate mode of 
existence, ‘ S (X) is P ’ ; and further, it prevents our 
confusing one reality with another, or fusing them 
all together ^ — res de re non predicatnr^ where res means 

^ As, for example, in Brahmanism : — 

“ They reckon ill who leave me out ; 

When me they fly I am the wings, 

I am the doubter and the doubt, 

And I the hymn the Brahmin sings. 

If the red slayer think he slays, 

Or he the slain thinks he is slain, 

They know not well the subtle ways 
I keep and pass and turn again." 

These lines also well express the significance of the central doctrine of 
Heracleitus— everlasting fusion and, difiUsion of all things. 
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trans-subj active individuality. We are thus enabled 
to rescue the Individual Judgment from the con- 
demnation which Professor Adamson' and others, 
following Hegel, pass upon it: ^‘the mer*ely assertive 
Judgment, the qualitative or positive Judgment, fails 
to express what it proposes to express, fails to show 
how a unity is possible between the diverse logical 
marks of its two factors, Subject and Predicate ; the 
form of the Judgment is wholly inadequate to the 
thought contained in it.” ^ This is an excellent 
and pointed expression of the view that I wish to 
controvert. 

In its general form, the principle of Identity explicitly 
states that every unity, in order to be thinkable at all 
and more than a mere name, must combine diversity 
within it : it must be a unity of distinguishable ele- 
ments, — of aspects which are capable of constituting a 
iinity just because they are distinguishable from one 
another. But according to the Logic of Abstract 
Identity, any such unity is unintelligible; no possible 
object of thought can combine distinguishable aspects, 
for any one of these aspects obviously must ^ be some- 
thing itself," it must be what it is, be itself ; and its 
relations to the other aspects of the object are, so to 
speak, new aspects of itself, each of which must again 
^ be what it is,’ and be nothing else, — and so on ad 
infinitum. It is a great question whether the concep- 
tion of ‘ otherness ’ — that is, of the nature of distinction 
as a process of thought — which underlies Mr Bradley’s 
dialectical critique of the general idea of Relation,^ does f 
not really rest on this abstract view of identity, which 1 
vitiates his main line of proof. To illustrate this would 

: , ® Appearand and Reatiiy, ch. iii. 
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be to call attention to an aspect of Mr Bradley's method 
which only one of his critics, so far as I am aware, 
has examined with sufficient care. I refer to Professor 
Andrew SethA 

I am aware that Professor Macken2:ie and others have 
called attention to the ^ purely subversive ' character of 
Mr Bradley’s dialectic, and have contrasted it in this 
respect with that of Hegel. Thus, Professor Mac» 
kenzie observes : In the work of Hegel nothing is 
ever simply aufgescJwben) set aside ; it is always a/iifge- 
hohen — i.e., taken up into its place in a higher unity. 

, . . The object of a true dialectic must be not merely 
that of subverting inadequate points of view, but also 
of showing how they are to be taken up as elements in 
a point of view that is more comprehensive.” From 
' this and similar passages I gather that the critics do 
not deny the element of contradiction, the want of 
logical self-consistency, which Mr Bradley thinks he 
finds in partial constituents or inadequate views of 
reality. But we must not grant to the law of Abstract 
Identity even this relative validity; we '‘must take up 
the uncompromising position, that all metaphysical 
conclusions which rest on this principle in its purity 
are absolutely false ; and with the principle of Abstract 
Identity there vanishes all ground for maintaining the 
self-contradictory character of any partial view of reality. 
We may maintain that it is Hegel himself who has 
done most to destroy for ever the possibility of the 
view that any constituent of reality can involve internal 
self-discrepancy or self-contradiction, however partial 
a constituent it may be. This brings us to an import- 

^ See the Contempormy Review, yol. Ixvi. i A New Theory of the Absolute^ 
Reprinted in MatCs Place in the Cosmos,) 
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ant distinction. Such inherent self-contradiction^ or 
want of intelligible character— as, for instance, in the 
conception of a first cause, first in time — is quite other 
than an inherent fragmentariness, finiteness, or want of 
self-existent or self-explaining character. It is the latter 
defect which marks a partial, dependent constituent of 
Reality; and this defect must be given or found as a 
matter of existence or experience, — we cannot prove 
logically that it obtains in any particular case by a 
mere dialectical manipulation of the conception of that 
case. In the same way the defective state of existence ■ 
is not atifgehoben by dialectic ; the Higher point of view, 
the Higher unity, is not attained until the Lower has 
consciously realised it in its own life as a whole, on all 
its sides. We shall be brought round to this point i 
again in the sequel. 

§ 2. We have indicated the nature of a general 
discussion which for our present purpose must be 
restricted to the particular relation of ' substance * 
and ^ attribute,’ with its supposed want of intelligible 
character. It is the simplest thing in the world to 
show by the Logic of Abstract Identity that this 
relation, and by consequence every predicative Judg- 
ment, fails to be intelligible, and must therefore be 
regarded as an artifice most necessary, but in the 
end most indefensible.” Mr Bradley first points out, 
what we saw above, that though the judgment of 
predication naturally takes the form ^ S is P, Q, R,’ 
yet S is regarded as something more than the unified 
totality of the qualities P, Q, R ; we express this by 
saying that it has ’ them. Thus, the whole question 
is evidently as to the meaning of ^ has,’ and, apart 
from metaphors not taken seriously, there seems really 
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to be no answer ; we seem unable to clear ourselves 
‘ from the old dilemma — if you predicate what is different 
you ascribe to the subject what it is not, and if you 
predicate what is not different, you say nothing at alL’’ ^ 
Lotee states the difficulty thus: ''Every predicate P 
that differs in any way whatever from S, is entirely 
irreconcilable with it; every Judgment of the form 
^ S is P ’ is impossible, and in the strictest sense we 
cannot get beyond saying ' S is S ' and ^P is P/”“ 
Here we have the concentrated effect of the Logic of 
Abstract Identity : a thing is eternally itself, and 
nothing else, — the substance is the substance, the 
qualities are the qualities, each quality is itself,— all 
are distinct entities, and by no device are susceptible 
of rational connection. 

We may note that the laws of Identity and Non- 
contradiction are tw^o ways of stating the same prin- 
ciple; as Lotze points out, A is A,’ and ' K cannot' 
be not-A,’ amount to the same thing. We shall see 
that this remains true when we abandon the abstract 
form of the laws. 

It was Hegel who first formulated in all its signifi- 
cance the true principle that Identity is only realised 
through diversity — that every real Unity must be a 
Unity of diversity. Surely it must be obvious that 
before we can intelligibly speak about Unity or Iden- 
tity, we must have distinguishable elements, qualities, 
or aspects in and through which the identity is to hold. 
It is only because of differences that Identity is asserted 
— only through them is it cognisable ; and what can be 
more contradictory than to make the identity annihilate 
the differences which are the necessary basis of our 

^ Appearaftce. and Reality, ch. ii. 

Logic, 
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apprehension of it ? ^ Yet it seems as if the Logic of 
Abstract Identity acted unconsciously like an inherited 
prejudice, so that those who are the first to acknowledge 
its absurdity may not succeed in completely emancipat- 
ing themselves from its trammels. It is well known 
that the Logic, and consequently much of the Meta- 
physics, of the pre-Kantian thinkers was enslaved to it ; 
and viewing Kant’s philosophical development as a 
w^hole, on its epistemological side, w^e may say that 
it consisted in a gradual self-emancipation from this 
fatal error ; as when the question with which he appar- 
ently starts, ^ How are synthetic a priori Judgments 
possible ? ’ resolves itself in the course of his treatment 
into the deeper problem, ‘ How is synthesis of any kind 
possible ? ’ and is answ^ered by a proof that if Intelli- 
gence exists at all it is its nature to be synthetic^ and by 
a penetrating exposition of some of the modes in which 
its synthetic structure acts (the Categories). But the 
thoroughly universal application of the true principle 
of real Identity, and the essentially synthetic structure 
of Intelligence at every stage of its growth, were first 
formulated by Hegel. 

It is impossible, however, not to observe the seriously 
misleading character of the tendency to describe real 
identity as an identity of ^opposites,’ in such a way 
that the opposition which the identity covers may be 
understood to imply any kind of self-discrepancy or 
self-contradiction % and this is what Hegel’s expressions 
often suggest. Indeed most of the misunderstanding,, 
and unsympathetic criticism, to which the Hegelian 

1 For a short but effective statement I may refer to Hegel’s smaller Logic, 
§115 (and note). The significance of the principle for the matter of Judg- 
ment is concisely and trenchantly pointed out , by Professor A. Seth, Scottish 
ch. V. (on the Relativity of .Knowledge). 
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Logic has been subject, are directly invited by the 
manner in which Hegel has chosen to expound his 
view of Thought. Mr Bradley has remarked ^ the 
prevalence of an idea that the Logic is a '' sort of 
experiment with conceptions in vctcuoi^^ We are sup- 
posed to have nothing but one single isolated abstract 
idea, and this solitary monad then proceeds to multiply 
by gemmation from or by fission of its private sub- 
stance, or by fetching matter from the impalpable 
void. But this is mere caricature, and it comes from 
confusion between that which the mind has got before 
it and that which it has within itself. Before the 
mind there is a single conception, but the mind itself, 
which does not appear, engages in the process, oper- 
ates on the datum, and produces the result. The 
opposition between the real, in the fragmentary char- 
acter in which the mind possesses it, and the true 
reality felt within the mind, is the moving cause of 
that unrest which sets up the dialectical process.’* 
But the whole process, as set forth in the Logic, is 
phrased and arranged precisely as it would be if 
this ^ caricature ’ were an accurate account of Hegel’s 
.deepest intention : and the matter is not quite clear 
even in the form in which Mr Bradley leaves it, as 
we shall see directly. 

Again, it has been supposed that Hegel endeavoured 
to identify conceptions which are opposites in the 
sense of being formal contradictories, — that he rejected 
the law of non -contradiction. This means that, in 
his view, no two assignable propositions were incom- 
patible ; in other words, all argument and even all 
assertion would be unmeaning, for the same name 
would do for everything in turn. This is to treat 

^ See his discussion of the Hegelian Dialectic, Logic, pp. 379-382. 
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the Logic as the raving of a madman : yet can we 
wonder that such a view has been taken when at the 
very first stage we are apparently compelled to identify 
Being and Nothing, which are pure contradictories, 
disparates which wholly exclude one another and 
have no other side” ? ^ But with the single exception 
of the first pair, Being and Nothing, the dialectical 
oppositions of the Logic are not those of pure contra- 
diction ; the opposition in every other case is between 
distinct but complementary notions mutually involved 
in each other. With regard to the general nature of 
this process, Mr M'Taggart’s Studies in the Hegelian 
Dialectic will probably determine the course of dis- 
cussion for a long time to come. But since in this 
work he has not dealt with the logical transitions in 
detail, he has left an all-important question in some 
obscurity. How far are^ these transitions purety, in- 
tellectual ? When we have predicated any one cate- 
gory of reality, how far is it due to the nature of pure 
thought alone that we are compelled to predicate the 
complementary conception of the same reality ? Mr 
Bradley, in his pregnant explanations of the Dialectic, 
still leaves the same question entirely undetermined. 
If the process is valid at all, it is valid as an inference, 
and accordingly he treats it as such, and indicates its 
data : before the mind there is a single conception, 
but the mind itself, which does not appear, engages in 
the process, operates on the datum, and produces the 
result,” — so that the other datum is ^'the true reality 
felt within the mind.” Now to regard the movement 
as purely intellectual is to regard all its data as purely 
intellectual, and therefore to regard 'the mind itself* 
as not merely rational but as rationality , — intelligence 

i Cf, Bradley, La^c, pp. 140, X4X. 
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being the whole of it. In this case it is the whole 
nature of Thought, as such, that is brought to bear 
on the conception, and complements and corrects it, 
giving rise to the dialectical advance. The careful 
reader cannot avoid the conclusion that this was 
HegeFs view. If so, I would venture to maintain 
that the Dialectic breaks dowm at every step.^ But 
if consciousness or the mind itself is more than know- 
ledge,^ then we cannot pass from one conception to 
another on purely intellectual grounds. The standard 
by which the adequacy of the conception is judged — 
the tme nature of the mind itself — must not be merely 
implicit, as Mr M'Taggart continually expresses it, or, 
in Mr Bradley’s phrase, merely felt ; the ^ advance ' 
is only possible so far as this standard is explicitly, 
clearly, and distinctly conceived. All we can do is 
to define our conceptions of reality and of its various 
modes and aspects, and compare them wdth reference 
to this standard. In other words, the * complement ' 
of any given conception arises from our reflection upon 
self-conscious experience as a whole ; by the so-called 
complement we make definite the more abstract con- 
ception, and so bring it nearer to a complete repre- 
sentation or definition of the reality upon which we 
have an immediate hold in self-knowledge — which 
itself has degrees of truth. For example, there is 
nothing in the mechanical categories, when thoroughly 
defined, and considered merely on their own merits in 
the abstract, to show that they are inadequate as a 

1 We shall have occasion to refer later on to the failure of the connec- 
tions in two triads, Being, Nothing, Becoming, and Being-for-self, the 
One, the Many. 

A view which Mr M ‘Taggart, himself states and defends with admir- 
able clearness (ch. v. §§ 189 ft) . , 
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final and complete account of reality ; ^ no logical 
operations about such conceptions could prove that 
they were not. They seem to bear witness to their 
own incompleteness only because they are instinc- 
tively compared with the conceptions of more com- 
plex and fuller forms of reality which are actually 
embraced in experience ; as soon as we have well de- 
fined the conceptions of these latter, the inadequacy 
of the mechanical conceptions becomes apparent. 

It is only for the sake of brevity and clearness that 
the above reflections have been expressed in what may 
seem to be a dogmatic form. 

III. 

§ I. It must be carefully observed that so far we 
have only arrived at a very general statement of our 
principle. Every identity that is referred to reality 
is an identity including within it distinctions and re- 
lations ; but this does not show us exactly in what 
way it is referred. 

First it is necessary to distinguish two different 
senses of the term Unity or Identity, which it is in 
the interest of clear thinking to keep apart, though 
they are often employed as if they were interchange- 
able. In the one s Unity,., System : this 

is simply the general notion of something intelligible 
— something whose constituent objects, qualities, and 
relations can be grasped by our thought. We can at 
once distinguish four relations — not equally funda- 
mental — which are involved in the idea of an intelli- 
gible system, (a) Certain conditions of trans-subjective 

^ The conception of Infinity to Aich they lead is not self-contradictory 
in any proper sense of the term^ - .. , • . . 
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reality which are fevcciled ihfough the temporal and 
spatial order appearing in perception. We here as- 
sume that neither time nor space is an ultimate real- 
ity : that they exist only for the percipient mind but 
are not illusions or ^ states of consciousness ’ or mere 
subjective forms shutting us out from the true nature 
of trans-subjective reality. Temporal and spatial con- 
ditions are often spoken of as ‘relations/ but they 
are relations of such a unique kind that it would be 
well if the term were used in this connection either 
exclusively or not at all. {b) Substance and Attribute, 
or Individuality, {c) Reciprocal Causation, {d) Resem- 
blance and Difference, — both as qualitative. Quanti- 
tative difference is simply numerical distinctness, and 
is applicable in the last resort only to distinct Indivi- 
duals, in the sense in which we shall define the term ; 
in this sense two Individuals may be numerically dif- 
ferent while their qualitative difference is evanescent. 
Qualitative likeness and unlikeness are less fundamental 
relations than the remaining three : for of the former the 
things that stand in them “do not need to take note,’’ 
as Lotze quaintly puts it, while they do need to ‘ take 
note ’ of the relations upon which Causation depends. 

This conception of reciprocal Causation is the most 
fundamental in the idea of a system ; and this sug- 
, gests that Harmony is a more appropriate term than 
■ System, as distinctly implying that the qualities of 
j the Individuals making the System adapt themselves 
to one another’s conditions. The idea may be illus- 
trated by reference to the Leibnitian doctrine. For 
Leibniz, the Harmony or System of an infinity of 
numerically distinct self-developing individuals is the 
ultimate reality,^ and is secured because the develop- 

1 I do not mean that this was Mt that it is the effect, of 
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ment of each individual or monad is of such a nature 
that its states are accommodated to those of every 
other monad. The former reflect the latter in the form 
of knowledge, which may vary infinitely in degree of 
distinctness. The intellectnalism of the Leibnitian 
S5/stem appears in this view that the Harmony is 
essentially one of knowledge. A more penetrating 
and suggestive analysis of the notion of Harmony is 
given by Lotze in his account of ^Causation.’ We 
find, in the first place, that any A can only affect B 
when it stands to it in a certain relation X, and imist 
affect it in a certain way when the condition of this 
relation is fulfilled. In the second place, the effect of 
A varies according as it stands in the same relation 
X to different things, B, C, D, &c., so that the effect 
depends as much on the nature of that which appears 
to us as passive (L^., B, C, or D), as upon the nature 
of that which we call the efficient cause (A). In the 
third place, the effect, even between the same things A 
and B, varies with the varying relations in which they 
stand to one another, and always consists both in a 
change of the things and their relations.^ This con- 
ception may be said to rule the sciences to-day in a 
way in which it never did before. It is the highest 
stage to which scientific thought can rise, in interpret- 
ing the Universe, without using the categories of con- 
scious and self-conscious life. It includes not merely 
the mechanical but the , organic type of systems, if 
the latter is defined simply as a special kind of co- 
ordination of parts, without reference to a real central 
unity. 

That the Universe is a harmony, in the sense we 
, ; ^ Cf. Lotze, GrundzUge.dir^Metaphysik^ § 39. ' 
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have defined, may be taken as a self-evident truth : for 
if it were not, it would consist of absolutely indepen- 
dent beings, — independent in the sense that any one of 
them would be unaffected by the annihilation of all the 
rest. Every such being would be a universe in itself, 
independent and unrelated to such an extent that it 
could not even be numbered with, or distinguished from, 
the others. Thus the conception of a plurality of in- 
dependent reals is thoroughly self-contradictory. But 
we must ask, with Professor Seth, Does the postulate 
that the Universe is ‘one ’ in this sense carry us be- 
yond the fact which it explains or names, — the fact 
that we are able to pass indefinitely from one fact 
to other facts, reducing them to law as we proceed? 
Does it carry us beyond the infinite progress of finite 
knowledge and give ns any idea of an experience which 
resumes the life of all the worlds in a central or focal 
unity We must carefully distinguish from the 
/notion of Harmony that of real Unity or Identity: 

; in passing from the former to the latter we make an 
; important advance, and if we ignore this, the whole 
,, conception of Unity is emptied of its significance. 
Unity implies “a single life, in and for which the 
various experiences organically relate themselves,’* — it 
f, must be a living unity, with a centre or focus of its own. 
It is exclusively in this sense that we shall employ 
the term Identity or Unity. To assert the Unity or 
Identity of all things is to assert that they are substan- 
tially one, that they are modifications of a single com- 
plete Life, in which all the variety of actual existences 
is felt and thought as a whole. The distinction be- 
tween Unity and Harmony may be illustrated by 
reference to Leibniz, and Lotze. The all-pervading 
^ f yqI Ixvij pp, 863, 864, 
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Harmony is essential to the Leibnitian conception of 
the universe ; while the notion of a substantial unity 
is hopelessly inconsistent therewith, for it can hardly be 
denied that the Monas Monadum, the supreme Monad, 
or God, has no intelligible place in the system, and 
yet apart from it there is no real Unity of things in 
the Leibnitian conception. Lotze, again, in his dis- 
cussion of Causality, endeavours to find a merely logical 
passage from the postulation of an actual Harmony to 
the postulation of a substantial Unity as its Ground. 
This is not the place for a detailed examination of 
Lotze’s important discussion : but it brings out very 
well the nature of the distinction between the two 
notions we are speaking of. However, it is very ques- 
tionable whether the passage from Harmony to Unity 
can be made compulsory by appeal to purely logical 
or intellectual considerations. I invite the reader to 
consider whether the two conceptions are really held 
on the same terms, — whether the latter is really, like 
the former, an intellectual necessity whose denial is 
suicidal. I would suggest that the real ^ Unity of the ^ 
Universe' is not,* and cannot be, a postulate of the 
pure 'objective mtelligence by itself; it is a postulate • 
“of tKat direction or mode of intelligence which is called 
self-consciousness or reflective self-knowledge, by which 
we become aware — with more or less of clearness, ade- ] 
quacy, and truth — of our personal life as a central unity i 
embracing more than knowledge. Hence I think many 
current statements concerning the ^ Unity of the Uni- 
verse ' which seem to be very profound are in reality 
very superficial. Their necessary truth when Unity 
means merely Harmony is without further discussion 
implicitly treated as guaranteeing their truth when 
Unity means substantial Identity* 
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§ 2. In the next place, we have to distinguish an 
application of the principle of Identity which is com- 
paratively simple, where no such perplexing ambiguities 
as those on which we have been dwelling can present 
themselves : its application in the refei*ence of words 
to ideas, of language to thought. Let A denote any 
object of thought — that is, any more or less defined 
conception, w^hether referred to reality or not— which is 
so far distinguished from other objects as to be indi- 
cated by a single symbol in language, a name or term, 
M ; then to say that ^ A is A ’ (identity) or ^ A cannot 
be not - A ’ (non - contradiction) means that M must 
always stand for the same A ; if the meaning of M is 
fluid, the symbolical expression of thought (in language) 
is thrown into confusion.^ In this connection we may 
remark on the meaning of an ^ identical ’ proposition. 
A mathematical equation, if it is purely symbolic — that 
is, if it is true for all values of any. term involved — is 
the typical example of such a proposition. The equa- 
tion states that two symbolic expressions stand for or 
represent one and the same thought or meaning, which 
generally, but by no means necessarily, will be that of 
numerically quantitative magnitude. Thus in the ex- 
pansion of (a+xY^ by the Binomial Theorem, what is 
really asserted is that the expression on the right side 
of the sign of equality represents the same magnitude 
as the series on the left, if the latter is finite or con- 
vergent. The consummate mathematical skill required 
in the discovery and proof of far more complex and 
more general formulas consists in nothing else than the 
knowledge when and how most compendiously to make 

^ Here the law of identity applies only to the meaning of a ward ; but 
the meaning of an idea is a very .different, things as we have seen, and with- 
out it the idea could have no intellectual worth at all. 
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purely symbolic transformations. We may say that the 
whole of the ^higher mathematics/ on from Algebra 
and Analytic Geometry, consists in formal operations 
with such equations under the appropriate laws of the 
combination of terms and symbols. How far these 
basal laws themselves are not analytic but are matters 
of perception resting upon synthetic constructions in 
space and time — how far, for instance, we simply see 
from their arrangement that mxn — nxm — and how 
far this applies to the laws which lie at the basis of 
arithmetical operations, would be interesting questions 
to discuss in relation to Kant’s doctrine in the Tran- 
scendental Msthetic} Mathematicians tend to use the 
term Analysis as covering the whole of Pure Mathe- 
matics with the exception of Pure Geometry; the 
latter — as Kant saw — rests at every step upon synthetic 
constructions in space. This difference of principle is 
of importance, and must not be confused with the sub- 
ordinate distinction of the analytic and synthetic meth- 
ods of proving any particular mathematical proposition. 
Now, when we deal with propositions expressed in 
words — which are s 3 ^mbols in a sense analogous to the 
mathematical, though, as indicated above, each should 
have only one meaning — we may have an analogous 
^ identical ’ proposition stating that two different forms 
of verbal expression stand for a single object of thought 
or 4dea/ Such a proposition would be purely verbal 
— that is, it could only state the meaning of a term the 
nature of whose extension and intension were previously 
unknown. It is of course a mere matter of terminology 
whether we reserve the term " verbal ’ to indicate state- 

^ Some instructive observations are made in the course of an interchange 
of opinion on this subject between Professor, Sidgwick, Professor Adamson, 
and Mr Monck in Mind, vol.^yiii, pp. 77-81, 252-258, 421, 424, 576. 
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ments of this kind, or use it to distinguish nonsensical 
propositions, such as are without any meaning ; these 
are mere sound and nothing more. 

Passing from the meanings of words to the meanings 
of ideas, we must inquire into the significance of the 
principle of Identity in the latter reference. 

§ 3. In the case of an ultimate law of thought, all 
that can be done is to state it in what seems to be its 
most pregnant and comprehensive form. When thus 
stated, the principle of Identity develops itself naturally 
into that of Individuality. It must be understood as 
asserting that ‘ the real is the individual ' in this sense ; 
objective reality is known in the first place ^ as existing 
only in numerically distinct modes or determinations^ 
each of which, though involving within it distinguish- 
able elements, is itself, embracing these distinctions, 
and is not any other. The principle of identity marks 
one side of the fact — that of non-contradiction the 
other; the expressions ‘ is itself’ and ^ is not any other ’ 
mark the exclusiveness of such individuals with regard 
to each other and with regard to the environment, 
assigning to each a centre of its own. Each is thus an 
^ identity in the midst of diversity ’ realised as such ; 
each is a centre controlling a finite circumference, — it is 
possessed of that central or focal unity which must be 
the mark of every real Unity as distinguished from a 
mere S3^stem or Harmony of related parts. 

In this way, while thoroughly accepting Plegel’s 
criticism of the principles in their abstract form, we are 
able to regard them as not only not inconsistent with 
predication but as explicitly stating what we saw must 

^ The significance of this qualification will appear more clearly in our 
concluding section. 
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be the very nature of predication. The affirmative 
categorical asserts as real a Unity in the midst of a 
certain stated diversity, — it assigns an individual deter- 
mination or finite centre to reality, and at the same 
time further qualifies it. The negative categorical 
denies that a suggested unity holds in a certain stated 
diversity, — it denies that an individual is determined in 
a certain suggested way, on the (implicit) ground that 
it is conceived as determined in a way that excludes the 
suggestion. The Subject of the Judgment may be 
understood to symbolise^ the individual in all the com- 
pleteness of the qualities or determinations (known and 
unknown) that really belong to it ; this is the ^ sub- 
stance ’ ; the known determinations, on the other hand, 
are the ^ attributes.’ The ‘ attributes ’ or ‘ modes ’ are 
simply as much of the ‘ substance ’ as is known, and, 
conceived as dependent, form the intension of the Sub- 
ject ; the function of the predicate is to extend the area 
of these. In other words, the conception of the Sub- 
ject must have some degree of truth in reference to the 
Reality : a degree which may be indefinitely far re- 
moved from the complete exhaustive truth, but is not 
therefore false unless it is treated as if it were the 
whole truth; and the function of the predicate is to 
bring this conception to a certain extent nearer the 
complete truth.^ Since, as we have said, the indi- 
vidualities to which such Judgments refer are numeri- 
cally distinct, we have differences of ^quantity,' so- 
called, in Judgment, according to the greater or less 
extent of the group to which the subject-term refers. 

This does not imply that the intension of the term includes the nn- 
known determinations ; the intension consists of the known determinations 
cmtcdved as depending upon others yet to he known. 

“ To this point w^e shall have to return. ' 
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All the Judgments which thus categorically refer to and 
qualify an individual or group may be called 'indi- 
vidual ' : a term which seems preferable to ' singular,’ 
though this designation is emplo3^ed by Bradley, Bos- 
anquet, and Sigwart. In all of them the Subject is 
limited b}^ certain conditions of time and space, and 
only under these conditions is the Judgment true. 
These limits of the truth are alwa37s determined by 
their relation to the ^ here-now ’ of present perception, 
— whether this reference is explicitly indicated or not. 
Of such a kind are those apparently universal but really 
individual Judgments where the ^ all ’ refers to a group 
thus limited. From these apparent universals we must 
distinguish the real or absohite universal, as it may best 
be called, where the ^ all ’ is not limited by any refer- 
ence to time or place. The characteristic of the Indi- 
vidual Judgment is to qualify its subject by conditions 
i which are true of some particular sphere in time and 
i space ; to transcend this limitation is the characteristic 
; of the Universal Judgment.^ 

§ 4. This brings us to an important doctrine which 
has been emphasised by recent logicians, but which, I 
think, has scarcely yet been stated so as to appear in 
its true light. For our intelligence, all individual 
Judgments are categorical and all true universals are 
h3^pothetical, or rather conditional. The term ^ hypo- 
thetical,’ employed by Bradley and others, is a very 
unfortunate one in this connection, for it suggests that 
doubt or uncertainty attaches to the true Universal by 
its very nature, which would be a fatal eiTor. What- 
ever uncertainty is involved may arise, on the one 

^ When this fundamental distinction in Judgments is once grasped, all 
subordinate distinctions become comparatively insignificant. 
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hand, from the fact that the universal Judgment has 
been illegitimately arrived at, or on the other, from the 
fact that we are not sure whether it can be legitimately 
applied to some particular case. The Universal is a 
scientific generalisation, stating a law of the universe, 
and is only applicable in experience — that is to say, 
under the conditions of time and space — if the circum- 
stances which it postulates are realised there. 

This distinction of the individual Judgment as ‘'cate- 
gorical ’ from the universal as ' hypothetical ’ is no 
doubt fairly true of the procedure of intelligence in 
ordinary and in scientific thinking. Individual Judg- 
ments are normally and fittingly expressed in the cate- 
gorical form, while the universal or law is not accurately 
expressed in any other form than the conditional. It 
is, however, a purely relative distinction, — it cannot for 
a moment be maintained to be final or absolute. We 
shall see that there is a deeper reason why every Judg- 
ment from its nature must be conditional, not in rela- 
tion to events in space and time, but to Reality as a 
whole. Nevertheless, the distinction in question has 
a real significance which is often overlooked, and which 
appears when we regard it as an inaccurate statement 
of the distinct and necessary parts played by the Indi- 
vidual and Universal Judgments in the growth of know- 
ledge. No such real Universal can be tised as know- 
ledge — i.e., it cannot be made a means of interpret- 
ing experience — apart from the ^ categorical ’ singular 
Judgments in which its application to experience con- 
sists. I do not imply that this has been ignored ; it is 
impossible to ignore the function of the ^ minor ’ (the 
individual Judgment) in relation to the 'major’ (the 
Universal, or law of Nature). The fact that has tended 
to pass out of sight is this r we require to investigate 
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the question, In what sense is the Universal true of 
experience — of events in space and time ? Mr Bradley 
and Mr Bosanquet have shown that the truth of the 
real Universal, or pure ^hypothetical,’ consists — in one 
aspect of it — in its reference to an actual objective 
system within which it is affirmed; in this system 
general laws of connection obtain, so that it becomes 
possible to affirm a universal and necessary relation in 
the form, ‘given A, then B must follow.’ This is the 
world of what we have called Harmony : it is the 
world of science — the same objective system to which, 
as we saw, every Judgment refers, but now in process 
of organisation b}^ science. The truth, then, of the 
real Universal lies in its affirmation^ of the connec- 
tion of the then with the ?/— that is, the affirmation of 
the existence in reality “ of such a general law as would, 
if we suppose some conditions present, produce a cer- 
tain result.” Thus in the pure hypothetical form of 
Judgment the reference of our thotight to an objective system 
is more explicit than in any Judgment which can proper- 
ly be expressed in the categorical form. 

The whole interest of the two writers has its centre 
in this reference to a general law, with its implication 
of an objective system, and in the further question as 
to how far the law or ground of the hypothesis is im- 
plicit, occult, or latent in the universal Judgment when 
expressed in its proper conditional form. But this 
reference is only one side of the truth of the universal 
Judgment; the latter requires also to be connected 
with experience ; a universal that was not so connected 
would be barren and empty as knowledge.^ Now to 

^ This affirmation Mr Bradley takes to be ^categorical.’ 

- Any number of Universals cannot: give ns more than such a system of 
relations without terms as that which Grefen has in view. 
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askj In what sense are Universals true of experience ? is 
to ask^ In what sense are Individual Judgments true? 
the fornier question^ the latter. The Universal 

(bearing no reference to time or place) cannot be true 
of experience (which consists of events in time and 
space) until it has been brought into relation with ex- 
perience ; and it cannot be brought into relation with 
experience at all unless an individual Judgment, re- 
ferring to time and place, is true. This appears very 
clearly in the case of such an ultimate generalisation 
as the Law of Uniformity, — “^‘the same system of 
causes will have the same effect.” This I take to be 
categorically true, as a fundamental postulate of our 
intelligence : a system of causal conditions ABCD . . . , 
having , occurred once with the effect E, will have the 
same effect wherever and whenever it occurs again. 
But what avails this for the growth and organisation of 
our knowledge, unless w^e can say truly — in some sense 
of the word, or significance of the idea — that Uiere,' 
or ^ there,’ is a case of the conditions A B C D . . . ? 
The same relation between the two kinds of know- 
ledge appears when we consider the proof or discovery 
of such Universals. When (as above) the Universal 
expresses, in the form of a Judgment, what is a con- 
stituent part of the organic structure of intelligence, 
then the notion of proof is inapplicable to it ; but in 
most cases the Universal states a law formulated on 
grounds of experience. In such a case we may say 
that a single individual instance here and now may 
form the ground of a truly universal law, provided the 
investigation of it is sufficiently thorough; but what- 
ever the process of the investigation, it can only consist 
of individual Judgments. Again, , therefore, the truth 
of the latter is an important aspect of the case. We 
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. may express it otherwise : in order to reach %mcondition~ 
ally valid Judgments — which is the aim of science — we 
must start from empirically valid Judgments, true of 
some particular place and time or aggregate of places 
and times ; so that the sense in which these are true 
affects the sense in wdiich the others are true. 

The necessary contrast and connection between the 
Universal (refendng to an objective system) and the 
Individual Judgment (referring to events of experience) 
is well shown in the Disjunctive Judgment, which 
brings out, more explicitly than does the Hypotheti- 
cal, the necessity of both sides of the act of thought. 
If regarded simply as an affirmation about an indi- 
vidual, Disjunction is merely a stage in the removal 
of ignorance : is either B or C ’ signifies that we 

have grounds for determining A so far, but not for 
deciding whether to qualify it by B of by C, We 
may, with Lotze and Sigwart, assign this as the true 
type of Disjunction with reference to an individual 
subject or group of subjects; but we must carefully 
observe the condition of the possibility of such Dis- 
J junction. We cannot say of A that it must be either 
I B or C unless we know that A enters as an element 
f into a certain objective system of relations, and also 
j unless we know enough of the nature of the system, 
and of A’s place in it, to restrict the further qualifica- 
;| tions of A to the sphere of ^ either B or C.’ Both sides 
f are necessary to the fact : we must have the general 
S. system as the ultimate ground of the Disjunction, and 
I we must have the individual element, A, referred to it. 
Let us take an instance of an extremely simple and 
absti-act form of such a system, — the order of space 
and time as defined only , by the impossibility of an 
individuahs simultaneous presence in two different 
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places; it is only by reference to this sytem that we 
can say of any person — for his mere existence is enough 
to place him in the ^ system ’ — that ‘ either he was pres- 
ent here on that occasion or he was not.' Again, take 
an example of a rather less simple system : if we have 
three positions marked in space, we know that, of their 
distances from one another, either two only are equal, or 
all are equal, or all are unequal. Here the S5'"stem re- 
ferred to is that which is implied geometrical^ in space 
of two dimensions. For a more complicated example, 
we may give : Any section of a cone by a plane must 
be a point, or a straight line, or a circle, or an ellipse, 
or a parabola, or an hyperbola, or two intersect- 
ing straight lines." Examples might be multiplied — 
chiefly from Logic or Mathematics, for these are the 
only two branches of science where we have sufficient 
knowledge of systems to form exhaustive Disjunctions, 
in the form ‘A m^ist be B, or C, or D,' &c. In every 
case it would appear that the Disjunctive Judgment 
implicitly refers an individual to such a system, imply- 
ing at the same time the general nature of the sj^^stem 
and of the individual's place in it ; but in no case can 
the individual subject, whether as regards its existence 
or its significance for our knowledge, be exhaustively 
" constituted ' by its relations to such a system : for 
relations without terms are unintelligible for know- 
ledge, and are never found in reality. 

The problem of Disjunction has been approached 
from another point of view by those who write under 
the influence of Hegel. They find that the implica- 
tion of a system is the whole significance of the Dis- 
junctive Judgment. This view seems equally one- 
sided with that of Sigwart,, who finds the significance 
of this form of judgment in, its being a stage in the 
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removal of our ignorance concerning an individual. 
Thus Mr Bosanquet finds the essence of the Disjunctive 
Judgment in the affirmation of such a system as we 
have been speaking of ; and he seems to set aside the 
reference of an individual to the system as of no im- 
portance, from the point of view of knowledge^ This 
points in the direction of Green’s view that the essence 
of knowledge consists in the progressive apprehension 
of a general scheme of relations which are relations 
of nothing at all. Mr Bosanquet treats this scheme 
or system as the ^ individuality ’ which is implicitly 
affirmed. The judgment in effect analyses the r*ela- 
tions of which the system is composed, and so exhibits 
the individuality in the different forms which it is 
capable of assuming as a whole, and which conse- 
quently it cannot unite in itself under a single set of 
conditions; ... all that is necessary is that the sub- 
ject-content [the system] should enter as a whole into 
each of the enumerated forms,” ^ so that the latter are 
mutually exclusive. From this point of view, Dis- 
junction expresses what is really the ideal of know- 
ledge ; though of course it is not implied that in every 
system we are able to disjunctively relate the parts. 
Now we may fully grant that to make the universe 
thoroughly intelligible as a systematic whole, and to 
comprehend fully the relation of the whole to each of 
its parts, is the goal of all knowledge, of all science 
and Philosophy ; and that if the relations of each part 
to the whole were fully known, each part would be a 
unique manifestation of the whole, in the manner im- 
plied in Mr Bosanquet’s account of Disjunction. But 
the form of expression for this would be Conjunctive — 
the universe would be seen to be determined as A and 

^ Logic, voi. i, ch. viii. p; 343; " - ' 2 
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as B and as C, and so on. This conjunctive insight 
would necessarily show the true mutual relations of 
the parts, or their significance relatively to one an- 
other; and in this insight, we should have passed 
beyond the view of the universe as merely a Harmony 
— which is all that pure intelligence can give, and all 
that is implied in the possibility of Disjunction : we i 
should view it as all embraced in the central unity of- 
an Absolute Life. Mr Bosanquet could scarcely refuse 
to admit the impossibility of supposing that the Dis- 
junctive Judgment, as it appears in our finite thought, 
could be a constituent factor of an omniscient in- 
telligence; and why does such an idea seem almost 
absurd? Surely because it is impossible to get ridij 
of the aspect of doubt or partial indecision in Judg-' 
ments of this type; and this indecision arises froml 
the primary reference of such a Judgment to an indi- 
vidual representative or member of the system impli- 
cated — an individual whose qualities are partially de- 
termined by reference to its place therein. Both the 
system and the single element or elements in it are . 
essential to this form of Judgment ; the one is of equal 
importance and significance with the other, though in 
the actual intercourse of mind and mind, now one 
side, now the other, may be explicitly emphasised. 

§ 5. How, then, are these individual Judgments true? 
In what consists their ^ empirical validity ’ ? 

This question has been investigated with great 
thoroughness by Mr Bradley,^ and his discussion of it 
seems to me to be as suggestive as his conclusion is 
questionable. The argument is essentially as follows : 
The conception or universal meaning, with which the 
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Judgment always deals, is inadequate to the facts given 
in perception— the empirical content of time and space: 
for, to obtain the conception, we have separated, 
divided, abridged, dissected, we have mutilated the 
given ; and the result is a hopeless abstraction. 
Then, if I understand him aright, Mr Bradley goes on 
to infer that the Judgments which categorically refer 
such ' abstractions ’ to reality cannot be true, for the 
real is that w^hich appears in perception and shows 
itself through what is given there : it is that of which 
the given sensible facts are a revelation, though a 
fragmentary and imperfect one. Hence what is hope- 
lessly inadequate to the appearance cannot be true 
of that which appears therein. The point is that 
nothing existent agrees with the ideal synthesis, as 
such, which forms the content of the Judgment. The 
Judgment has reference to a concrete particularised 
, reality, and is therefore incongruent with the latter 
through its abstractness. Now there are two senses in 
which thought may be considered abstract, and I do 
I not gather that the significance of their distinction is 
{ adequately appreciated by Mr Bradley. Thought is 
abstract as compared with the concrete material which 
is elaborated into sense perception ; again, there is the 
sense in which the thought of some element or elements, 
related within a system, is abstract compared wdth the 
thought of that system as a whole. In the latter sense 
any incomplete truth is abstract ; it is only conditionally 
true, for we do not know what transformation would be 
necessary in order to expand it into the complete truth. 
It falls short of this in a way like that in which concep- 
tion as such falls short of the concrete in perception. 
But at the most this is merely an analogy, and one that 
may easily become very misleading ; it is not an argu- 
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merit. Air Bradley seems to make itinto an argument; 
his final reason for obliterating all distinction between 
the so-called ^categorical’ and ^hypothetical’ Judg- 
ments, or between w^hat we have called individual and 
true universal Judgments — or, rather, his final reason 
for assigning to the former a minimum of truth as 
compared with the latter — is that in the., individual 
Judgment of sense on the one hand we never take the 
full extent of the subject as presented in sense, and on 
the other we pass beyond the simple presentation of 
sense. We isolate certain elements or aspects from 
their environment in the perceptive complex. 

Before considering the consequences of the abstract- 
ness of thought in the first sense of the two indicated 
above, let us dwell on those of its abstractness in the 
second sense, for this applies to every kind of judgment 
and to thought in general. All thought is ^ abstract ’ 
in the sense that it is true of reality only under a 
condition ; this must ever be so as long as we fall 
short of omniscience, and it applies to the ultimate 
implication (of reality as a Harmony) in the hypo- 
thetical and disjunctive Judgments as well as to every 
other. Mr Bradley states the matter as clearly as 
could be wished in his later work : All our judg- 
ments, to become true must become conditional: the 
predicate, that is, does not hold but by the help of 
something else. . . . Judgments are conditional in 
this sense, that what they affirm is incomplete. It 
cannot be attributed to reality as such, and before its 
necessary complement is added.” ^ At the close of 
the chapter in the Logic to which I have referred,^ 
he seems also to fall back on this general ground of 
the inevitable incompleteness of human knowledge. 

^ A f pear mice and Reality^ p. .361. . . ® Bk. i. ch. ii. pt, 2, 
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Any portion of knowledge begins to be " certain ’ 
only in so far as we begin to see its organic connec- 
tion with other knowledges : it is ' uncertain ’ in so 
far as we are unable so to connect it, for we do not 
know what transformation or development of it may 
be necessary in order that it may enter into this 
universal relation. No Judgment can ascribe to real 
existence its elements as they appear in the content 
of the Judgment. Every Judgment is therefore ‘con- 
ditional/ 'hypothetical/ ‘uncertain’ — if we must 
use such terms — inasmuch as we do not know how 
far it must be transformed in order to be developed 
' into the whole truth. It will be evident that this is 
only to say that our knowledge as a whole and in 
every detail is partial and fragmentary in the extreme. 
But it is not therefore false : ‘ incomplete ’ is not the 
same as ‘untrue.’ There is nothing in the nature 
of any kind of Judgment to prevent its being true 
as far as it goes ; but every Judgment, every rational 
constituent of knowledge, is held subject to a revision 
which may have to be so thorough as to effect its 
complete transformation. 

It might seem as if this argument could be turned 
against the individual Judgment : must we not con- 
clude that this form of Judgment, from its nature, 
must contain far less of truth than the universal or 
"'hypothetical’ and disjunctive forms, because it is 
further removed than the latter from the compre- 
hension of reality as a universal system ? Such a 
conclusion would be untenable. Our wdrole inquiry 
has shown that the essence of the individual Judg- 
ment is/to referjtp^_a,„centralis^^ (or, a group 

of systems) within the - universal system; and, this 
reference AS 'The^ essence of ouF^cbhception bfindi- 
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viduality. The individual Judgment may even come 
nearer to a full representation of the individual sys- 
tem, qid individual with its own focal unity, than the 
universal does to a full representation of the universal 
system qiui universal. In this case it will contain 
more truth than the universal. On the other hand, 
since the individual is not self-contained or isolated 
from the universal, it follows that knowledge of the 
latter is originally related to knowledge of the former ; 
and a complete knowledge of the Universe, such as 
would be possessed by an absolute and infinite 
Intelligence, would be equivalent to a complete know- 
ledge of the individual.^ When we thus consider the ; 
ultimate truth of assertions — in the strictest sense 
of the term ' ultimate ’ — then we fully grant that the , 
categorical Judgment in its individual form disappears; 
the distinction of individual and universal has to be 
broken through- But I do not understand the state 
of mind which claims to be able to place itself at 
such an absolute or ultimate point of view: and even 
from such a point of view there is no ground for as- 
suming that the distinction of individual and universal 
would disappear » We have seen that the two kinds 
of Judgment are equally necessary for the organisa- 
tion of knowledge : the one ^ goes as far ’ as the other 
to this end, and both, we may be sure, fall short of 
ultimate truth by a distance indefinitely great. 

Mr Bradley’s special attack upon the individual 
Judgment is a conclusion from the abstractness ’ 
of thought, not as compared with the Universe as a 
whole but as compared with what is given to me or 
to you in Sense. With regard to this, we must first 

^ Cf, what was said above (ch. iii. 'pt. L §,3) on the modifying effect 
which all Judgments must ultimately exercise on one another. 
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point out that truth cannot reside in sense or sen- 
tience, as such; the latter cannot be true, nor can it 
be false, and for the same reason,— it bears witness 
to nothing be3^ond itself. If we endeavour to abstract 
from thought and get back to pure sentience, we 
approach a state of consciousness which is a mere 
fact of diffused vagueness. Strictly speaking, there 
can be no sense-knowledge ; but there is a sense-being, 
as it were, upon which conceptions (the vehicle of 
thought-knowledge) in some sense depend, for un- 
questionably the}" are occasioned by it. There is an 
airetpov or undifferentiated mass, and the continuous 
process of conception and Judgment consists in find- 
ing points of distinction and relation within this 
indefinite material. We cannot say that reality is 
manifested or revealed in and through this airetpov 
until Thought has begun to work upon it. Indeed, from 
the metaphysical point of view, to regard reality as 
revealed in what ex hypothesi is a mere continuum, 
would lead us straight to the pit of undifferentiated 
Substance out of which Hegel dug Philosophy.” 
There is nothing positive, nothing definite, in the 
sensuous mass by comparison with which thought 
could be declared inadequate; to convict thought of 
inadequacy on this score is simply to convict it of 
being thought. We must therefore conclude that 
Mr Bradley's view is untenable; but the divergent 
view which we indicated just now is not yet made 
! sufficiently clear. The individual Judgment refers to 
' a finite central unity wuthin the general system which 
is implied in such functions of thought as Hypothesis 
and Disjunction. It refers to an objectively real in- 
I dividuality. But it is, only possible on the basis of a 
I datum of sense present to the judging mind, and we 
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have said that it is possible because it finds points 
of distinction and relation within this daitmi^ which 
otherwise would contain no discriminated differences. 
It depends on sense, which only exists as present 
here and now to some percipient mind ; and yet it 
is true in an objective reference which must transcend 
the sphere of sense. This is our difficulty. 

§ 6. Manifestly this problem of the relation of 
thought, as such, to sentience is only another side of 
the problem. What is the relation of the sphere of 
sentience to the sphere of objective reality ? There 
are two views as to this, and both are explicitly 
stated by Green.^ When following out the one line 
of thought, he expresses himself in this way: “When 
we come to say what nature is for our Reason, we 
cannot get beyond the mere formal conditions of there 
being a nature at all.” “ For Reason, nature is a 
system of becoming which rests on unchangeable con- 
ditions.” “ Is not the notion that an event in the 
way of sensation is something over and above its con- 
ditions, a mistake of ours, arising from the fact that 
•we feel before we know what the reality of the feeling 
is, and hence continue to fancy that the feeling is 
something apart from its conditions ? For the only 
sort of consciousness for which there is reality, the 
conceived conditions are the reality.” When having 
the other line of thought in view, he says : “ Undoubt- 
edly there is something more than thought; feeling 
[sentience] is so,” “ The world before there was 
sentient life was not what it is to us as sentient; the 
world of conditions of feeling is not to intelligence 

The quotations which follow are from the Works, vol. ii. pp. 72-81, 
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(even our intelligence) what it is to us as feeling.’" 

The sensitive act is other than any such relation as 
thought constitutes, and is necessary to the reality of 
the natural thing ; it is an event in time, and as such 
the absolute erepov to self-contained thought.” '' Sen- 
sibility is the condition of existence in time, of there 
being events related to each other as past, present,, 
and future.” ^ Green’s perfect candour is evinced in 
these clear statements of both sides of the question.^ 
It is remarkable and significant that so many thinkers 
who work under the influence of Hegel, or of the 
Hegelian development of Kant, have failed to free 
their conclusions on this basal question from am- 
biguities that are misleading and mischievous. Many 
of their statements leave us in complete uncertainty 
as to which of the two lines of thought they are really 
following. It is very satisfactory, however, to find 
that Mr M^Taggart, throughout his Studies in the- 
Hegelian Dialectic, insists well on the necessary dis- 
tinction and correlation of thought and the immediacy 
of sentience : though he does not explain w^hat the 
precise fimction of thought is with regard to the im- 
mediate datum. We must conclude that the first line 
of thought is fatally erroneous in principle. Sentience 
exists, and is an existence of which we cannot rid 
ourselves ; in becoming the vehicle of knowledge it 
is not gradually sublimed away into thought. Again,, 
■thought exists, and as we know it exists only in the 
form of our own conscious function ; and in our own 

1 Green therefore concludes that as the condition of changes prior to- 
the existence of feeling [sentient beings] on earth or anywhere else,” we 
must postulate an ** eternal sensibility” which *Diever was not.” This 
invites comparison with Mr Bradley’s doctrine in Appearmice and Realiiy. 

- It would seem that Green hiin.self had not come to a final conclusion 
between them. ■ 
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case no amount of thinking brings us any nearer the 
experience of immediate sentience, which is the basis 
of developed perception. .Further, since even an Infinite 
Thought must — if the term Thought is to have any ; 
meaning in such a connection — be conceived by us / 
after the analogy of our own thought, and as not i 
different from it in kind, we cannot assume even that j 
in the Divine Thought there is no function correspond- i. 
ing to what for us is immediate experience. We have|' 
no right to assert — in Berkeley’s words — that there ' 
is no sense nor sensory, nor anything like a sense or 
sensory, in God.” To say that an object by being 
merely tho%ight of is present to the Divine Conscious- 
ness as in perception, is to empty the word ^ thought ’ 
of all that it can mean for us. Dr Caird’s comments 
on the Kantian view, that the thought of an object 
might be completed and yet the object be conceived 
as merely possible so long as it is not presented in 
sense, ^ seem to me to be unfortunately ambiguous on 
these points. 

Our first conclusion, then, with regard to the relation 
of sentience and thought, is this: ^'The process of 
knowledge is continuous; it is ‘'the procesg of finding 
distinctions within an indefinite subject,’ or the 'arti- 
culation into system’ of 'an indefinite reality.’ But i 
it is still true that conception has only a mediate 
relation to reality, while in perception there is an 
immediate relation. We cannot explain in what this : 
direct experience consists, for that would be to make 
it mediate—would be, in fact, to dig up the roots of our ;i 
own life. All that we can say is that without this j 
direct contact with reality, or rather this immediate f 
presence of reality in us ^ there would be no subject! 

^ Critical Philosophy of Kant ; 
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within which to discover distinctions, no reality to 
I articulate into a conceptual system. The distinction, 
therefore, between perception and conception is not 
only undeniable ' within its own limits U it is primary 
and fundamental.’’ ^ This view of the immediate pres- 
ence of reality in us in sense is suggested by Kant ; - 
and it naturally results from a critical comparison of 
the doctrines of Bradley, Bosanquet, and Lotze with 
regard to sense as the vehicle of objective knowledge.^ 
By this conception we get rid of the difficulties which 
result from regarding the sense-datum, with Locke, as 
an effect of reality upon us, or, with Bradley, as a ‘ reve- 
lation’ of reality. If the latter conception is admissible 
at all, we must regard sense as a revelation of reality in 
respect of those elements in it (in sense) which can be 
intellectually grasped by thought ; not in respect of its 
whole sensuous character which disting-uishes it from 
thought. But this practically results in rejecting the 
notion of ^ revelation ’ altogether as regards sense, and 
brings ns back to the doctrine of immediate presence. 
The Judgment of sense grasps certain intelligible rela- 
^ tions within the sensuous material, and refers them to 
reality conceived as thought must from its nature think 
t of reality ; these relations can be grasped by thought 
because sense, as sense, while containing no mtellectual 
distinctions, does contain felt differences. There are 
I differences in consciousness prior to the intellectual 
i consciousness of differences : the former constitute 
I what Mr Stout calls the anoetic^ the latter, the noetic 
I consciousness. That there are felt differences apart 

^ Professor A. Seth, Mind, voL iv, p. 529. 

“ Transcejidenial /Esthetic, § 1, ad, mit. 

We shall see that it needs; to be supplemented by a similar doctrine 
with regard to self-knowledge (ch. y.) 
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from intellectual distinctions is assuredly undeniable ; ’ 
and the correlation of the two in the developed con- ^ 
sciousness is explicable only if the felt differences arc of. 
such a character as to harmonise with, or anticipate, the : 
distinctions and relations with which thought, following its 
own structure, must work. If this is so, we can under-;; 
stand how certain modes of sentiency may become the ^ 
basis of a thought - affirmation in the form of the in- 
dividual Judgment. The question how these merely 
sentient differences arise is one that may conceal dog- 
matic presuppositions which we have rejected. We 
have rejected the view of sense as a manifold of discrete 
atomic data : it is a continuum within which, neverthe- 
less, variations are possible. We have rejected the 
idea that this continuum can be explained as produced 
in consciousness by an activity from without, or even 
that it can be regarded as a revelation of anything 
beyond itself. For the purely sentient consciousness — 
if such exists anywhere — the present sentiency is the 
whole universe, is all of reality that exists for such a 
consciousness : there is no reference to anything be- 
yond. So far as this reference arises, it is due to the 
germination of thought. The question as to the origin r 
of sentience can only be answered from the point of J 
view of an absolute or omniscient Intelligence, and is | 
an inadmissible question from our point of view.^ f 

IV. 

The principle of Identity, as we have been led to 
formulate it, gives the most abstract and general form 
of the conception of individuality. Less than this the 
conception cannot mean ; and it may mean much more 
1 See Appendix to the present chapter., . , 
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without ceasing to be that of an individual. It is to 
be distinguished on the one hand from the abstract 
particular, — that which is, as it were, all difference and 
no resemblance, — which 'is something itself’ and can 
in no sense be or even be like anything else ; and on 
the other hand, from the abstract universal, — the pure 
conception. We must now reduce the extreme gen- 
erality of our principle, and in particular take into 
account the all-important constituent of Change or 
Becoming, the place of which, in the conception of 
individuality, has not yet been assigned. By means 
also of this fuller definition we shall be able to dis- 
tinguish the affirmation of real individuals, in this 
sense, from the ontological principle of pluralism. To 
this end we may use the definition to formulate as 
precisely as possible the ontological problems of ' Being 
and Change’ and 'the One and the Many.’ 

We have been led, on epistemological grounds, to 
postulate a plurality of beings mutually independent to 
a certain extent. What then becomes of these when 
we have in view the attempt to give an ontological 
account of existence,— to unify the hypotheses of the 
several sciences by regarding all aspects of reality as 
modifications of a single complete Being, a single 
Power or Principle manifested in various ways and ^ 
degrees in all things ? The answer is, that the plural- 
ity of individuals is not conceived in such a way as to 
leave only two courses open — to accept it as ultimate, 

I or to' reject it altogether. In other words, plurality 
I' has an important degree of truth and of reality ; but it 
I is not the final truth nor the ultimate reality. It is a 
serious error to say that we " set up ' reals ’ in epistem- 
ology, — the supposed absolutely existing ' things ’ of 
ordinary picture - thinking*, in order to knock them 
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down in metaphysics, by regarding them, as ^ moments 
in the being’ of an intelligently directed life.” ^ 

In th.^ first place, the ordinary conception of things ’ 
is not a product of picture-thinking, but has its ground 
in the employment of the conception of individuality 
either as a fundamental principle of knowledge, in 
the sciences, physical and psychical, or as a merely 
relative principle for aesthetic and ethical ends. In 
ordinary thought we have many difficulties in applying 
the notion of individuality to the real ; for its applica- 
tion may be fluid. It is so of necessity when we treat 
as a ' thing ’ some fact whose unity belongs to it only 
as an object of aesthetic contemplation, as in the case 
of a mountain, a rainbow, a waterfall, a flash of light- 
ning; or when its unity consists in its serving some 
human end — satisfying some need or desire of man, as 
in the case of a house, or a railway-train ; or when its 
unity is merely spatial or temporal aggregation — thus, 
a ^ piece of wood,’ or a ‘ heap of stones,’ even when not 
view^ed as relative to some aesthetic or practical end of 
man, is a ' thing.’ For artistic, ethical, and practical 
purposes generally, it is sufficient to speak and think 
of mountains, fields, and rivers, — houses, furniture, and 
fires, &c., &c., — as individuals. The one definite and j 
unhesitating application of the notion of individuality j 
is to the conscious lives of ourselves and others; and! 
this suggests some questions. The consciousness of| 
another person — his thoughts and his feelings, his 
concrete personality on its psychical side — is for my 
consciousness a trans-subjective reality in the episte- 
mological sense ; his personality does not depend for 
its existence upon my ideas about it, and however 

^ See Professor Ritchie’s observations in the Fhilosopiical Review,. 
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thorough and extended my knowledge of his personality 
may be, he continues to exist, think, strive, desire, and 
will in independence of that knowledge ; his personality, 
like mine, has a central unity of its own,— it has self- 
hood, Now whether my knowledge of the concrete 
consciousness of another can be called ^ indirect ’ or 
not, the knowledge is obviously impossible unless his 
physical body is an object of my perception ; ^ an 
animal organism — which is an object of sensible per- 
ception in space and time — is in some sense the vehicle 
or organ of his consciousness, and hence becomes the 
means through which his consciousness communicates 
with mine. To adopt Clifford’s expression, the former 
is for my consciousness an " eject.’ The relation of the 
•eject to its perceived physical manifestation is the rela- 
tion of consciousness to the animal organism through 
the nervous system ; and concerning this we seem able 
to say only that there is a mutual conditioning between 
them — the latter is the vehicle of the former. What 
then is the \varrant for denying the possibility of a 
similar eject ^ in the case of a lower animal or a veget- 
able organism which we perceive just as we perceive 
the' human organism ? We must allow that in these 
cases also there is a real central unity manifested in 
the physical activities and growth of the organism. 
Having gone so far — and this we must needs do, unless 
we are prepared to deny feeling to the whole of the 

^ I make no reference to ‘ thouglit-transference ' or to any alleged direct 
communication between mind and mind through other than the ordinary 
physical media, because the precise nature of the facts underlying such 
‘ phenomena ' is, in my opinion, so little known that they cannot Ire made 
the basis of any scientific conclusions, They^are finger-posts to the unknown, 
and nothing more. 

Not similar in the sense of being a cognitive consciousness, but in 
having a certain central unity iOf its own. ■ 
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animal kingdom save man — we must go further and 
not draw the line at organic beings. The fluid and 
uncertain manner in which the conception of individu- 
ality is applied below these limits is a characteristic of 
common-sense, which always starts from the practical 
point of view, and is satisfied with whatever knowledge 
is sufficient for ordinary practical purposes ; but the 
uncertainty referred to tends to disappear with the 
growth of science. It is this use of the conception of 
individuality, now in the form of an ^ atomic ’ theor}% 
that lends such significance to the hypotheses of the 
special sciences. Particular scientific theories are 
comparative details ; but if you destroy the individual- 
istic hypothesis which is always involved, you destroy 
the sciences altogether. 

In the second place — referring again to Professor 
Ritchie’s assertion that we set up ‘ reals ’ in Epistem- 
ology in order to knock them down in Metaphysics 
— we must say that Metaphysics endeavours to com-^ 
plete the conception of reality established by Epistem-j 
ology, not to destroy it. We have seen that ini 
the true universal or ^hypothetical’ and disjunctive 
forms of judgment there is implied on the one hand 
an objective system of relations, on the other an 
objective individuality of which these relations are 
to be predicated. We have seen that this individual 
reference can uniformly be detected in Judgments of 
sense, which play the largest part in pre - scientific 
thought, while for science, they are the necessary 
basis of the reference to system in which scientific 
knowledge consists. It follows that the objective 
system must be conceived as a system of finite indi- 
vidual beings qualifiable by the relations which they 
hold to one another, but not 'constituted’ by these. 
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Thus it is manifest that the conception of the indi- 
vidual, so understood, is not that of an absolute self- 
existent thing, — the ' real ’ as understood by Herbart. 
It is possible to complete the conception of individ- 
uality, in the ontological reference, without either con- 
tradicting and annihilating it, or turning it into the 
notion of an isolated atom. In view of the per- 
sistency of such misrepresentations of the doctrine 
of individuality, it is desirable to give what may be 
called a graduated analysis of the principle, — to indi- 
cate its distinguishable components and arrange them 
in order of increasing definiteness. 

(a) We have first the conception of pure Being — 
bare Reality. Here we are met by the Hegelian 
doctrine which professes in some sense to identify 
this with Nothing. It is true that the more abstract 
we make it — the more thoroughly we abstract every 
qualification and determination — the nearer the con- 
ception approaches to that of Nothing; hence we 
may say that the conception of pure Being, in its 
emptiness of all positive content, tends to become 
indistinguishable from that of Nothing, so that in 

! the ultimate abstraction pure Being and Nothing are 
two names for one conception. This result only shows 
4. us that to affirm abstract Being, pure and simple, is 
I in effect to affirm nothing at all. However necessary 
it may be to emphasise the importance of this as a 
weapon of defence against the Eleatic tendency in 
Metaphysics, its significance for our present purpose 
is very slight. For no Judgment ever consciously 
affirms merely abstract Being; it affirms at least the 
Being 0/ somethings — in other words, it affirms a deter- 
minate existence which stands in the greatest possible 
opposition to non-existence. It maybe said that the 



AND UNIVERSAL JUDGMENTS. 


M9: 


identity of Being and Nothing, as conceptions, applies 
when we affirm the mere existence of something, and 
that this is tantamount to denying its existence. Butr 
to affirm the mere existence of something— ii the words 
are to have any meaning— is to affirm more than mere 
existence ; it is to affirm a determinate form of exist- ; 
ence. Even the most abstract and general conception 
of the epistemologicall}^ objective reality — being defined 
as that which is independent and permanent relatively 
to the change and growth of the individual’s knowledge 
— is less abstract than pure Being, and so is not to be 
identified with Nothing. 

{b) This conception of reality begins to receive a 
more positive content when it is conceived as qualified^ 
as determinate being. Being with a character or 
mode, which simply is: such unmediated character 
is quality. . . . Quality may be conceived as the 
determinate mode immediate or identical with being. 
... A something is what it is in virtue of its quality, 
and losing its quality it ceases to be what it is.”^ 

(r) Another degree of abstraction is removed when 
being is conceived not only as qualified but as inten- 
sively quantified — that is, when the qualities are con- 
ceived as intensive. Intensity is that mode which 
may change without bringing with it any change in 
the quality (as such) which has the intensity. There 
may be more or less of any quality. Change of inten- 
sity does not involve change of nature, while change 
of quality does; hence, as Hegel puts it, intensive 
quantity is less ‘immediately identical’ with being 
than is quality. Any distinguishable quality may have 
distinguishable intensities ; the, most familiar, and the 
best, examples of this ate the varying intensities of 

^ Logic {Encydopedta), oxidnoit. 
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pleasure and of pain. The fact that change of inten- 
sity in a sense-quality (as understood in Psychology) 
brings with it change of quality, seems to me to be 
an argument for the view that these qualities are in 
reality not simple, as they seem to be, but very com- 
plex, With regard to such sense-qualities, intensity 
or degree as above defined includes both psychological 
‘intensity’ and ‘extensity.’ 

i. {d) When the intensive qualities are conceived as 
cohering together in central unities which are numer- 
ically distinguishable — in other words, which are extcn- 

I sively quantified — then we have the germinal conception 

I of individuality which is implied in Singular Judgments, 
(i) Individuals are conceived as man}^ Hegel asserts 
that the One implies the Many because the former can 
only be defined by its negation and repulsion, that is, 
by reference to the Many. This is only true of ‘ ones ’ 
which consist merely in limits marked out in space 
and time. The notion of individuality has a positive 
content, which involves a combination of unity and 
diversity according to a principle. Possibly this fact 
that any reality can be shown to combine the two 
aspects of unit}." and plurality was all that Hegel 
had in view. (2) Intensive quantity or degree is a 
conception distinct from extensive numerical quantity, 
— ^just as quantity is from quality; extensive numerical 
quantity may be conceived as different without carry- 
ing with it any change of quality or of degree. On 
the other hand, we are met by the Plegelian doctrine 
that continuous and discrete quantity mutually involve 
one another, as do intensive and extensive quantity. 
The principle seems to be the same in both cases, 
although the latter pair , of , categories appears at a 
higher stage of the Dialectic than the former. It is 
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thus stated by Mr Bosanquet : Number considered 
as the vehicle of magnitude or quantity is both discrete 
and continuous : it is the essence of quantity to 

be so.” All units are numbered in virtue of a con- 
tinuous quality or identity which pervades them.” It 
is nonsense to speak of counting without saying what 
is to be counted ; and in specifying what is to be 
counted we specify at once the nature of the contin- 
uity and the rule of the discretion.”^- This is an 
application of the doctrine that Comparison, by which 
we arrive at resemblances and differences, is only 
possible in virtue of a real identity in the things 
compared; while Judgments referring to extensive 
numerical quantity imply comparison in the distinc- 
tion of the individuals. Now if the real identity 
referred to means substantial, central, or focal unity, 
then the doctrine may or may not be true, but assuredly 
is not self-evident. If it means only that some definite 
characteristic occurs in each of the things, so that they 
resemble one another, then the proposition is self-evi- 
dent to the extent of being tautological : it only says 
that in order to be compared or numbered things must 
objectively, in themselves as it were, be related to one 
another in such a way as to be capable of being com- 
pared or numbered. 

{e) We complete our logical outline of the conception 
of individuality when the central unities are conceived 
as being ^ in time ^ by introducing the notion of Becom- 
ing or Change. We can distinguish degrees of definite- 
ness in this conception itself ; thus, Change may mean : 
(i) qualities (of any kind) following one another in 
succession (of any kind) ; this we may call ^ change 
in general’ or succession; (2) qualities in suc- 
^ Logk^ vol 159, 160. 
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cession, viewed as continuous — as belonging together 
in some kind of unity ; (3) qualities in succession, but 
viewed as succeeding one another in such a way that 
they can change only within a closed series of forms : 
here the unity or identity holding them together is 
an immanent principle conditioning their movement, so 
that no individual can pass out of the series of its own 
forms into those belonging to another. Here, — as 
when any individual A can change only into A {a), A 
(6), A (c), &c., any B into B {a), B (i), B (b), &c., and 
so on, — we have the conception of an individual chang- 
ing. Analysing the conception of Becoming, Hegel 
finds that it involves the attribute of Being, '^and also 
what is the very reverse of Being — viz., Nothing'’ — 
and that these two attributes ‘‘ lie undivided in the one 
idea.” The Becoming or Change of qualities consists 
in one quality disappearing in order to give place to 
another which comes after it ; the thing, the individual, 
does not in changing simply cease to be, — it ceases to 
be in one respect or mode in order to be in another. 
It thus appears that there is no contradiction in 
change, such as Hegel’s statements might imply, — no 
contradiction in that a thing may both be and become ; 
but change involves two conceptions which \ve do not 
as yet see clearly how to connect. It is an ontological 
problem, not a logical contradiction ; how do the modes 
of existence, which are always changing ^ in time ’ and 
fleeting more or less, depend on the principle which 
holds them together, keeping them within bounds, so 
that we say they are changes of one thing ? In what 
sense does this principle transcend and condition the 
individual existence as- such ? 

Of these two questions, the former makes prominent 
the problem of Change; the latter, that of Plurality. 
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If we answer the latter in the negative, if we say there 
is no transcendence, then we have accepted Plurality 
as ultimate. This is the position in which Leibniz, 
however unwillingly, is obliged to rest ; it is also the 
position worked out by Herbart, on logical grounds 
which deserve far more detailed examination than they 
have yet received. We may make the general state- 
ment that all thinkers who, like Bradley and Lotze, 
find a real contradiction or self-discrepancy in change, 
find it by more or less thoroughly applying the logic 
of Abstract Identity, The subject of change must be 
identical with itself ’ throughout ; the subject S must 
always be S. This is to exclude change beforehand 
from the subject which is to change; the changes can- 
not belong to the subject ^ itselfd But according to 
our interpretation of the principle of Identity, to say 
that the subject S must always be S means only that 
the changes of S must occur along a definite series of 
forms. The problem of change arises within the sub- 
ject which alw^ays ^is itself.’ It does not appear that 
the analysis of pure thought or objective knowledge, as 
such, can carry the problem beyond the impartial for- 
mulation of it which we have attempted. Daia for its 
solution must be drawn from a wider sphere than that 
of objective knowledge.^ 

We may say that Leibniz, Herbart, and Lotze, by 
their aims and methods, and successes and failures, 
demonstrate unconsciously how deeply important, for 
any thinker’s metaphysical constructions, is his view 
of the essential structure of Thought. Both Leibniz 
and Herbart assume that the structural functions of 
thought are accurately set forth in the scholastic 
formal Logic, where the law of Abstract Identity is 
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supreme. Herbart applies these principles more 
thoroughly than Leibniz, so that the difficulty (to 
which they give rise) of explaining any real contin- 
uity, intensity, inter-relation, is gradually pushed be- 
fore him until it is concentrated in the difficulty of 
explaining the connection which he assumes between 
the multiplicit}^ of intensive Vorstellungen, or psycho- 
logical presentations, and the ^reaP called the soul: 
the soul has no intelligible function in their regard. 
Leibniz does not push the principles of his logic so 
far, but they are the same as those afterwards em- 
ployed by Herbart. This is equally true of Lotze, 
who is emphatic in making Abstract Identity the 
supreme law of thought. But both Leibniz and Lotze 
differ from Herbart in one important respect, as re- 
gards which the two thinkers invite careful compari- 
son. By the side of their view of thought as merely 
formal and analytical, they assume as ultimate truths 
certain postulates concerning reality; and though these 
are obviously products of the synthetic structure of 
thought, they do not treat them as such, or see the 
inconsistency of this with the formalistic view, Lotze 
assumes in this way the principle of Sufficient Reason, 
and also certain synthetic data which he calls Percep- 
tions, but which are really structural principles of 
Thought expressed in the form of Judgments. The 
formalistic view of thought, therefore, is implicitly 
condemned both by Leibniz and Lotze. 
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APPENDIX. 

Kant’s view of the relation of sense and thought. 

Without plunging into KanUphilologie^ or losing ourselves in 
a multitude of words, it may be possible concisely to discuss 
some of the aspects of Kant’s thought on this problem. 
Apart from the intrinsic interest of the subject, this will 
illustrate point by point the contentions of the preceding 
chapter.^ 

To insist as we have done on the distinct characteristics of 
sense and thought is not to assert a dualistic separation 
between the two. The problem of their relation does not 
arise only when such an illegitimate separation is made, — it 
arises as soon as we recognise the necessity of the distinction ; 
and it is not solved merely by pointing out the general neces- 
sity of the correlation. We need to know what in particular 
this correlation is. This was the problem as it presented 
itself for Kant. It is true that Kant starts his investigation 
with the conception that the activity of thought is separate 
from, and opposed to, the sphere of sense as the basis of the 
world of concrete experience.^ Hence, in Professor Adam- 
son’s words, he is led by the exigencies of the problem of 
reconciliation to insert term after term as a means of bringing 
them together, but never succeeds in obtaining a junction 
which is more than mechanical.” But if we set aside all 
notions of their ‘ opposition ’ and of the need for ‘ recon- 
ciliation,’ the problem of their difference and mutual de- 
pendence remains of primary and fundamental importance, 
and gives to the Kantian epistemological inquiry all its 
significance. 

1 I may remark that among the critical commentaries on Kant which I 
have consulted, I have learnt most from those of Professor Adamson. 

- Pure sense never appears in our experience ; it can only appear there 
when organised by thought it is, the basis of what appears there. 
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Every reflective thinker both in science and philosophy 
must start with the conception of a trans-subjective world 
as valid, whatever transformation he may give to this con- 
ception in the course of his inquiries; and Kant is no 
exception. The trans-subjective world he calls das Dmg an 
sick : but his view of the nature of the ‘ thing in itself/ and of 
its relation to the individual percipient mind, grew wider and 
deeper as he proceeded. Let us first indicate the significance 
of this. 

§ I. In the Transcendental yEsthetic^ the mechanical view 
is to the front. The real object — which is the Ding an sick 
— mechanically acts on the receptive faculty of the mind and 
produces various effects there in the way of sensation. This 
was Locke’s idea ; he starts with the assumption of a universe 
of so-called ^material’ things in relation to the different 
individual minds, and of conscious experience as its effect 
on the mind. Hence all the difficulties of the subjectivity of 
sensation. Among these, the relativistic prejudice is the most 
impressive both in its intrinsic absurdity and its inevitableness 
if ,we once grant the original presupposition. If sensations 
are merely subjective affections produced by objects, how can 
the character of the sense affection be any clue as to the 
nature of the foreign agency which produces it? Apart from 
the presupposition, there seems really to be no meaning in 
saying that Sense consists of subjective states ; the latter 
phrase only has meaning in view of a metaphysical substance 
whose affections the ‘ states ’ are. Sensation is always ex- 
tended and projected in space and present to an individual 
percipient, and may be distinguished as perceptively objective 
from his ideational processes, which are ‘ subjective ’ only in 
comparison with the spatial objectivity of perception. Kant, 
when conscious of the deeper aspects of his theory of know- 
ledge, adopts this meaning of the terms, and argues that 
subjectivity, in the former signification, could not be ex- 
perienced except against the background of oBjectivity in the 
latter signification. Whether or not we accept this view^ that 
the experience of existence in space is necessary for the 
experience of existence in time, it is certainly one of Kant’s 
main points in the ' Refutation of Idealism ’ as introduced in 
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the second edition of the Critique ; and it seems to be the 
only way in which the notions of subjectivity and objectivity 
can intelligibly be applied in the sphere of sense. 

§ 2. Kant, as we have said, . with the same presup- 
position as Locke ; the ^ objective ’ existence is the Ding an 
sick^ and the ‘subjective’ consists of the effects produced 
by this in the metaphysical substance of the mind. Super- 
imposed on sensations are the forms of perception, — by which 
they become ordered in space and time, — and the categories 
of the understanding, by which the intelligible relations neces- 
sary for scientific comprehension are established among them 
as ordered in space and time. All that is thus elaborated is 
stamped as merely ‘ subjective,’ as giving no knowledge of the 
Dijig an sick : why is this ? Because its sensational basis is 
‘ subjective.’ But we have seen that there is no intelligible 
meaning in this assertion, except the mere fact that sensation 
only exists as present to an individual mind, and knowledge 
is only realised through individual minds. Abandoning the 
mechanical notion of ‘subjectivity,’ the significance of Kant’s 
theory begins to appear. On the basis of the given awecpov of 
sense an objective and intelligible world is elaborated, as Kant 
himself shows in the Transcendental Analytic. In this part of 
Kant’s work the Ding an sick passes out of sight, and hence 
the account given of the objectivity conferred by the categories 
is deeply unsatisfactory, It would not be difficult to show 
this in detail; but it is of more importance to notice the 
reason. 

The fundamental objective refere?ice of thought, on which we 
have been dwelling in the two preceding chapters, is the 
ground for Kant’s primary assumption of an ultimately real 
world, the ‘ thing in itself.’ But his dogmatic prejudice that 
this world mechanically produces the material of knowledge in 
us leads him to regard it as unknowable. When therefore in 
the Analytic he comes to deal with the world which is know- 
able and partly known — the world which is the object of 
scientific knowledge — then the true objective reference of 
thought has to be set aside j for (in his view) it is only a 
reference to a problematical : unknown beyond experience. 
Hence the objectivity of .the . world of science has to be 
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accounted for by some other means. For this purpose Kant 
constructs the conception of self-consciousness which has 
proved so attractive to those who read him in the light of 
Hegel. I shall not dwell upon this here. 

Without violence we can correlate the doctrine of the Ding 
an sich with the objectivity of scientific knowledge. The only 
^ thing in itself/ or res completa if there be such at all, is 
the universe as a whole, — the ultimate reality, embracing all 
percipient and intelligent beings and the objects of their intel- 
ligence. The world of science which they in union erect on 
the basis of their perceptive experience is a ^partial determine 
aiion or filling in of the Ding an sich. We cannot say that 
Kant had realised this view; for though as his inquiry deepens 
he dwells less and less on the unknowable character of the 
Ding an sich, to the end he leaves it in dualistic separation 
from the world of experience and scientific knowledge. 

§ 3. In the constructive parts of the Critique of Pure 
Peason Kant deals only with the world of science erected 
on the basis of ^external’ experience. The categories, or 
vital functions of thought as we have called them, are the 
principles which thought, under the guidance of its own 
nature, tises in the interpretation of experience. Kant allows 
no higher category than that of Reciprocity. In effect this 
is identical with the idea of Harmony or System which w^e 
have defined elsewhere ; it implies no central unity, and is 
easily adapted to the conceptions of merely mechanical 
science. Hence if we limit our view to the Critique of 
Pure Reason, and in it to the constructive portions of the 
work (the Msthetic and Analytic), we seem left in the easy 
position of agnosticism. We have * science’ — mechanical 
science being the most fundamental — at work upon events 
in space and time, and we find that from its nature science 
must be limited to such work. Hence it is useless to seek 
for any other knowledge ; for however far our scientific know- 
ledge of events in space and tirhe.is extended, it brings us no 
nearer to a knowledge of the real world beyond experience — 
whose very existence indeed, is best forgotten. This is the 
reason why much of modern agnosticism claims descent from 
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To suppose that Kant finally rested in such a view would 
be simply a wild absurdity. To see this we have no need to 
go beyond the Critique of Pu7^e Reaso?i itself. The destruc- 
tive criticism in the Transcendental Dialectic'^ has a positive 
implication of deep signifi’cance. Kant’s aim is to show that 
the object which scientific knowledge reaches by its work, 
under the categories, on perceptive experience is not a res 
cofiipleta^ and that it leads to inconceivabilities and contradic- 
tions if taken as such. We may entirely w^aive the question 
whether the form of the particular dialectical arguments by 
which Kant seeks to prove that these inconceivabilities follow 
is valid or not. Their positive implication is what concerns 
us. They imply a postulate by which thought seeks to know 
reality as a res co77ipleta^ — not merely as an indefinite con- 
tinuum, W'hich is all that the scientific understanding can 
reach with its category of mechanical reciprocity, — but as a 
whole, seif-limited and self-existent. What is this postulate 
but a determination of Xiat Ding an sick I 

§ 4. Another significant result of the idea that reality acts 
upon us in sense is that the effects of its action are conceived 
as complexes of atomic data^ — as a multiplicity or manifold of 
points about which nothing more can be said. This view 
was carried to an extreme by Hume, for whom all impressions 
and ideas were ^ distinct existences ’ between which no real 
connection can be pe^'ceived by the mind. This view of Sense 
Kant probably derived from Hume ; for it is quite opposed 
to the Leibnitian doctrine of the continuity of consciousness, 
with which Kant must have been familiar. It is certain that 
he begins by conceiving of sense in this way, as a manifold 
of undehnable particulars. Sense, is thus in its very nature 
opposed to the nature of thought, which is to produce 
universal synthetic principles and general ideas. These must 
be brought to bear on the chaotic manifold if experience is to 
be possible. Experience in the wider sense — experience as it 
is in process of organisation by scientific knowledge — must be 
constructed out of such manifold by the understanding bring- 
ing the categories or interpretative, synthetic principles to bear 

1 In what follows I refer only to the Cpmological discussion in the 
Dialectic. 
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upon it, and arranging it in the forms of space ancl time. 
How are they brought together? In dealing with this 
problem Kant seems to introduce a middle term between 
the unsynthesised manifold and the intelligible unities of 
experience or scientific cognition. This middle term is the 
'Synthesis of Imagination,’ which renders possible 'Judg- 
ments of Perception’ or of ^ mere Perception.’ Now in effect 
this is not merely a tertium quid introduced to remove the 
difficulties arising out of an illegitimate abstraction of sense 
from thought ; it is a revision ajtd ?'eco7istruction of the in- 
adequate conception of sense iinth which Kant started. It is a 
recognition on Kant’s part that the chaotic manifold does not 
exist and never did exist^ This result is inferentially involved 
in Kant’s thought rather than anywhere explicitly stated by 
him. He speaks of the synthesis of imagination as if it were 
accomplished over the manifold data of sense ; but we may 
learn from him that it does not need to be accomplished, that 
there is no manifold, and that the synthesis in question is 
only another name for sense as it really is. 

We do not need to go beyond Kant’s words to find that, 
even if there is a manifold in sense, the intellectual synthesis 
through the categories does not act upon it but on the 
'blind’ synthesis of imagination; it is this that is worked up 
into knowledge by thought. What then is Kant’s account of 
this primary synthesis? We must first notice that it is not 
the 'same’ as the intellectual synthesis, or even 'another 
aspect’ of the latter. There are a few phrases which might 
be turned to support this view ; but many others explicitly 
forbid our adopting it. The strongest of the former is as 
follows : " It is one and the same synthesis which in the one 
case under the name of Imagination, in the other under that 
of Understanding, produces conjunction in the manifold of 
sense.” But they cannot possibly be ?nerely the same; the 
most that can be meant is that they are two different opera- 
tions of one function. 

^ Kant also describes it as .‘Productive Imagination’ — a ‘blind,’ ‘un- 
conscious’ function of the mind. ’ - ; 

' Such psychological work as that of Dr Ward, Mr Stout, and Professor 
Janies is sufficient utterly to discredit' the notion that sense can ever be a 
mere manifold. . ■ , • . - 
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This being understoodj we find two accounts of the syn- 
thesis of imagination. 

§ 5. One line of thought makes this synthesis equivalent to 
a conscious apprehension of formed objects in space and time. 
Thus, Kant speaks of the difficulty of showing how the cate- 
gories confer objectivity on what is given in sense, since 
‘ objects ’ can be given in sense apart from them. Similarly, 
in the ProIeg 07 ne 7 ia he distinguishes Judgments of Experience, 
which involve the use of an intellectual principle of synthesis, 
from Judgments of Perception, which do not. 

This reminds us of the view of ‘ Immediate Apprehension ^ 
expounded by Mr Hobhouse in his Theory of Knoivledge?- 
As a preliminary to his defence of this conception, he insists 
that Kant’s complete and final view of sense is the view which 
regards it as a chaotic manifold, — that the essence of his 
theory consists in showing how an intellectual synthesis is 
necessary to form our actual experience out of this manifold,— 
and that since modern Psychology has exploded the notion of 
such a manifold, the foundation of the Kantian theory of 
knowledge breaks down. His conclusion is that the basis 
of knowledge consists in the Immediate Apprehension, or 
K\ssertion ’ (as he also calls it), of present reality in the form 
of definite objects occupying space and time. This appre- 
hension is absolutely certain, independent, and self-contained ; 
since it does not go beyond present reality, no subsequent 
extension of knowledge can have a modifying effect upon it. 
We may form Judgments about what is immediately appre- 
hended ; but Judgment is an intellectual function, employing 
universal meanings, and is distinguished from Apprehension, 
which is its basis and may exist without it. 

The root of the matter is reached not by questioning 
whether there can be, in some sense, a direct apprehension of 
differences and changes in consciousness ; but by questioning 
whether this can be called Assertion^ or described as a mode 
of knowledge^ and yet distinguished from Judgment and 
Thought Dr Caird denies absolutely that Kant is justified 
in speaking of objects^ much less of Judgments^ in connection 
with ‘ mere perception ’ or apprehension ; and he warns us 

, . ^ Part L cK i., ii» . 
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against attributing to Sense, as such, those characteristics 
which it can only have for a Subject, or mind, which is not 
merely sentient but also intelligent.^ As we have elsewhere 
said, sense cannot appear in our experience unless it is 
organised by thought. The minimum of knowledge or Judg- 
ment or Assertion necessarily passes, heyo7id the immediately 
present existent fact. The individual Judgment of Perception, 
as we have explained it, does this as effectually' — though of 
course not to the same extent — as the most abstractly universal 
hypothesis. We are in the region of thought as soon as ever 
language begins, even language so rudimentary as not to be 
vocal, provided it consists of some outward symbols standing 
for states of one consciousness and capable of suggesting 
them^ to another. In what possible sense, then, can we 
apprehend or ‘ assert ’ anything as real apart from thought ? 
What does such reality mean for the consciousness which 
^ asserts^? Mr Hobhouse would probably find the latter 
question rather difficult to answer, if he is to distinguish the 
* assertion ’ from even the germinal form of thought 

§ 6. The other line of thought, which we find in Kant, puts 
the doctrine of Imagination in quite a new light 

According to this view, the synthesis of imagination, * with- 
out the categories,^ that is, before thought has developed, 
yields us a ^ blind play of images,’ Hess than a dream,’ such as 
we may assume the consciousness of a lower animal to be. 
Thus Kant says : ^ ‘Mf in thought I make myself into an 
animal, I can conceive sensible ideas to carry on their regular 
play in my soul, seeing that they might still be bound together 
according to an empirical law of association and so have in- 
fluence upon feeling ; . . . but then I should not through 
these ideas have knowledge of anything, not even of the state 
of myself which the • ideas imply.” In other words, the 
^ anoetic ’ or sentient consciousness is not an absolutely homo- 
geneous state of feeling, but contains variations which succeed 
each other in a regular order ; it contains felt differences wdiich 
are not a chaos, and hence as thought develops it becomes 

1 C 7 'itual Philosophy of Kant^ \^ol. i, p. 385. 

J We cannot say, at thisktage, of consciousness, suggesting ideas 
" In a letter to Herz, quoted by Dr Gaird, vol. i. p. 313." - 
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possible for intellectual distinctions to supervene upon these 
felt differences. Thus, space and time, and the sensuous 
content which must always fill them if they are to be real, are 
not mere forms of thought, but are always formed by thought 
as they appear in our experience. Dr Caird, following a hint 
of Kant’s,^ suggestively applies the notion of pre-established 
ha 7 nnony to the relation of sense and thought ; but when he 
proceeds to approve and adopt the expression that thought is 
implicit in sense, I find it hard to attach any clear meaning to 
the word. It seems to me to be a mere phrase wdiich throws 
no light on the matter. 

Thus Kant’s doctrine of imagination is really a reconstruc- 
tion of his doctrine of sense. The notion of sense as a chaos 
of data received from a foreign agency must be linally aban- 
doned ; and with it goes the conception of the ‘subjectivity’ 
of knowledge. Indeed if it is not abandoned, all the diffi- 
culties of the relation of sense and thought arise over again. 
If the so-called synthesis of imagination is a ‘ subjective ’ 
synthesis conferring connection upon data received from with- 
out, are the modes of this synthesis of purely subjective origin, 
unprompted by anything in the characteristics of the data 
themselves? Or are they a response on the part of the 
Subject to certain peculiarities of the data as they came from 
the side of the ‘ object ’ ? The former supposition of course 
makes our knowledge purely subjective, in the sense that it 
might be extended infinitely without coming any nearer to 
knowledge of the real ‘ nature ’ of the object, — to which 
indeed, on such a view, it would have no relation whatever. 
The latter supposition raises the further question, in wffiat 
sense do the modes of reaction of the Subject correspond to 
the objective peculiarities of the data ? But both suppositions 
are based on a fundamental error, and must be rejected as 
inadmissible. We cannot begin our theory of knowledge by 
attempting to explain sentience as caused by reality beyond it 
The explanation is the end of a completed theory of knowledge 
such as at present we have no prospect of forming. We are 
only able to understand, in a very general way, the part which 
sentience plays in the organisation of our experience, 

. 1 Caird, vot i, p. 356. 
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CHAPTER IV. 

THE GENERAL NATURE OF CONSCIOUSNESS. 

Stated in its most general form, the aim of Psy- 
chology is to classify and — in some sense of the word 
— to explain the facts of consciousness as they occur 
in the actual life of the normal mind in its relations 
to other minds and to the natural ’ or non-human 
world — that is, in its relations to its social and physical 
environment ; for of this relation there are certain 
general aspects from which the mind cannot be ab- 
stracted without a complete departure from reality. 
As the first step towards realising his aim, the psy- 
chologist must obtain a clear and unambiguous state- 
ment of the characteristic, specific features of his facts : 
he must look for certain general features or elements 
which must be present wherever the facts or processes 
occur, and which constitute the nature of a conscious 
process; according to the current phrase, he must 
begin with a * general analysis of consciousness.’ It 
is far more reasonable to begin thus than to begin with 
any kind of historical investigation ; for consciousness 
in the concrete is just what is, 'given,’ — it is that of 
which we have the most immediate awareness, while 
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the past history of our mind is non-existent for us save 
as fragmentary memories (facts of present conscious- 
ness) which cover only parts of it and entirely fail to 
cover its earliest stages. Apart from this consideration, 
it is evident that if a historical method of inquiry 
aims in any degree at shedding light on the consti- 
tution of the actual facts, it should be preceded by 
an analysis of these facts, as they exist when they are 
nearest to us. Without exact conceptions of these 
we cannot compare with them the ^ results ’ of the 
historical inquiry. It is, too, on the basis of the con- 
crete facts, and nothing beyond, that we must formu- 
late our scientific principle of explanation ; ^ otherwise 
we may be formulating a fiction, or assuming a sim- 
plicity which the facts never exhibit. 

It was implied above that any and every conscious- 
ness only exists in relation to an environment. This 
remains always true, though the portion of the environ- 
ment which is presented to consciousness is susceptible 
of expansion and contraction to an indefinitely great 
extent, — from the merely physical, through the social, 
up to the ideal environment in which ideal truth and 
goodness are realised in consciousness. In this relation, 
to a surrounding world of some kind or some extent, 
are plainly involved at least two functions, — a receptive 
and a reactive. If the terms could be kept clear of 
mechanical implications, we might say that the rule 
of the relation is, — give and take, action and reaction, 
impression and expression or response. The receptive 
function appears in that the Subject, the individual 
consciousness, is aware^ more or less, of the nature of 
its environment, — the reactive, in that it adapts itself, 
more or less, to it. In general, it is on the ground 
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of the explicit awareness that the adaptation is pos- 
sible; so far as the adaptation takes place without 
conscious awareness of the environment in response to 
which it is made, it is habitual or instinctive. Habits 
are simply instincts whose origin we can trace. The 
'awareness' covers the whole of cognition or know- 
ledge in its various grades; 'Intellection’ is the con- 
venient technical term introduced by Professor Croom 
Robertson. The ' adaptation ' is simply what we call 
involuntary and voluntary action in its various forms ; 
for this, let us with Hamilton employ the term ' Con- 
ation.' This real and unmistakable difference led 
early to the formulation of the ' bipartite ’ division of 
mind, into intellectual and active ' powers ' or functions. 
But now it becomes necessary to ask, what is the 
relation between these ? We only respond to as much 
of the environment as we are aware of, and we respond 
differently according as the extent and character of our 
apprehension differs; how then does the 'awareness' 
become the occasion of the ' adaptation ' ? The two- 
fold analysis of mind cannot be sufficient, for it fails 
to provide any connection between them. Inquiring 
into this connection, we are led to see the necessity 
of introducing, into our conception of the relation in 
which consciousness consists, the obscure but all-im- 
portant element of Feeling — understood as signifying 
at least pleasure and pain. Whether more can prop- 
erly be included in the signification of this most ambig- 
uous term is a matter for subsequent discussion. At 
present it is sufficient to say that we are able to 
distinguish three elements in, or constituents of, con- 
sciousness; and that their mutual relations may be 
provisionally expressed thus ;, whenever some change 
takes place in our surrounding world — that is, the 
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world of which we are aware — we are pleased or 
pained by it, and we act accordingly. 

In the present chapter my object is to emphasise 
both the distinction and the relation between these con- 
stituents of our mental life— in brief, to attempt a full 
critical exposition and defence of the threefold analysis 
of mental function. The necessary distinction of the 
three elements may be emphasised by dwelling on the 
broad, general characteristics peculiar to each ; ^ and 
I shall then endeavour to investigate as thoroughly as 
possible certain fundamental problems arising out of 
the manner in which the relation between them is 
conceived. 

§ I. It has been said that all facts belonging to the 
order of Intellection — all Presentations, in the wide 
sense of this term — have the following characteristics : 
they admit of being more or less attended to, and they 
admit of Reproduction and Complication — understand- 
ing by the latter term that they become differentiated so 
as to admit of being discriminated into distinguishable 
wholes. Differentiation is prior to discrimination in 
the order of time, and is its basis throughout.^ If we 
suppose the discriminative activity of the intellect 
absent, and with it all modes of pleasure, pain, desire, 
and volition which would be impossible without that 
activity, we have no right to assume that no conscmus- 
mss remains, or that only an absolutely homogeneous 
or simple state remains : there remains a sentience 
which is not ^ undifferentiated,’ if this means that it con- 

1 I need hardly say that in this. I am not attempting to summarise the 
Psychology of Intellection,. Feeling, and; Conation. 

- For the epistemological meaning of this, see ch. iii. pt. hi. § 6, and 
pt. iv., Appendix. ■ ' 
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tains no diverse aspects for the sentient consciousness. 
But these diverse aspects or felt differences are not dis- 
criminated into terms with relations between them. It is 
only when this properly intellectual discrimination has 
at least beg^m that we are justified in using such plural 
terms as facts of Intellection/ Presentations, Ideas, 
Sensations. In the course of this process of dis- 
crimination the following orders of Intellection become 
distinguishable. 

{a) The normal Perception, of which there are three 
factors : the reactive or attentive phase of conscious- 
ness, the recognition of an appearance as a fact of 
a certain nature or kind, and its localisation. Some 
crucial questions, reaching down to fundamental prin- 
ciples, arise with regard to the second of the three 
factors of Perception : for ^ recognition ' has different 
degrees, and depends on mental processes of different 
orders of complexity.^ The traditional English Psy- 
chology endeavoured to make the single principle of 
Association, conceived as operating between ‘ sensa- 
tions ' or distinct atomic data, explain this and all 
similar problems as to mental elaboration, but its in- 
adequacy is now becoming recognised by all students 
of the subject. There are different processes, working 
on different levels. In Perception we discriminate, 
identify, and in fact classify an appearance ; and this 
involves the use of a general term bringing before the 
mind a universal or conception by which the identifica- 
tion is completed. Hence Perception has been called 
a ^ presentative - representative ’ ’ process. The more 
complete the Perception is, the larger is the part played 

1 See Dr Ward’s important articles on Assimilation and Association, in 
Mind, N.S.j vol. ii. No. 7, and yol xiL No. I 2 ; and for a further advance 
on the same lines, Mr Stout% Analytic Psychology, bk.'^ ii. 
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in it by the representative factor, over and above the 
^anoetic’ or merely presentative factor, — the given 
mode of sentience. We may contrast what an English 
ship signified to Crusoe and what it signified to his man 
Friday, The representative elements in Perception 
constantly tend to run off into trains of ideas which 
would take us quite away from the present fact; we 
cannot, therefore, draw a dividing line between Per- 
ception and Ideation. The level of Perception proper 
is attained as soon as distinct classification of an 
appearance is possible, when by the help of a universal 
it is reduced to unity and so becomes bh object for m. 
The more primitive the Perception is, the more general 
and vague is this classification, until at last it becomes an 
indistinct feeling of familiarity. At this stage, therefore, 
we have no memory^ which involves an explicit distinc- 
tion of the past from the present ; we have retentive- 
ness, which depends simply on the persistence of past 
changes, and is exemplified in merely biological growth. 

The passage from the elementary to the complex 
form may be illustrated thus. Some primitive, 
momentary differentiation of sentience, P, leaves a 
residue of itself, p ; subsequently p\ p", &c., are left by 
other differentiations (connected with the same objec- 
tive reality, but not yet so, of course, for the conscious- 
ness we are dealing with) ; and eventually, as when 
some special interest attaches to this presentation, we 
may have the actual perception of the object, which is 
the result of the fusion of the present differentiation 
with the various residua, p, p\ &c. Now there is no 
evidence for the distinct existence oip, p\ &c., previous 
to the formation of the percept ; we can only have an 
image of the percept when it is formed, — only then 
has it definiteness enough to produce the subsequent 
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appearance of an image of itself in the mind. Thus we 
cannot use this scheme to symbolise the ' origin ’ of a 
perception out of various primitive differentiations, for 
the latter are not distinct until the percept is formed. 
We cannot make clear to ourselves how the one stage 
arises out of the other ,* all we can say is that through 
repetition of differentiations/ there is first produced 
a ^feeling of familiarity’ or siibconscious recognition, 
which eventually issues in an explicit, definite recogni- 
tion of an object. Images, or ' free ideas ’ as Hoffding 
well calls them, are always images of objects, and 
depend on completed perceptions. It is only between 
such free ideas that ‘ Association ’ operates : and this 
is the significance oi dicta of Mr Bradley and Pro- 
fessor James — association marries only unimrsah^'^ 

association is alv/aysu/ things'' In Mr Stout’s words, 
^'the connection which is operative in the process of 
revival is not between atomic particulars as such, but 
between general elements of content which they have 
in common.”^ In Professor Dewey’s words, '^The 
sole way of accounting for the fact that we have 
significant experience, or that sensations in addition to 
being psychical occurrences are also psychical meanings, 
is that the mind conserves permanently out of every 
experience the meaning of that experience, and . , . 
reads this conserved meaning into a given sensation,”'"^ 

1 This term I use in its anoeiic significance ; and for reasons already 
explained it is inadmissible to say, repetition of ‘ sensations ’ or ‘ im- 
pressions.’ 

Op, dt., vol. ii. p. 46. 

^ Mind, vol. xii. p. 392. Professor Dewey’s language in this article suggests 
that sensation is a manifold over which intelligence comes as a relating 
faculty. The manifold does not exist, and never did; ‘sensations’ are 
merely prominent aspects of a contmuum. BiiV the essence of Professor 
Dewey’s argument, which is; excellent, , still holds good. 
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The particularity of the revival is due to the par- 
ticularity of the present experience ; as Mr Stout has 
said, ''any actual reproduction is the work of the 
present psychological datum; the special features of 
this give a special embodiment to the preformed general 
connection^' To Mr Bradley and Dr Ward belongs 
the credit of being the pioneers, for English thinkers, 
of this great psychological advance. Incidentally it 
brings out another matter of importance : the ' univer- 
sal ’ is not the mechanically formed product with which 
formal logic deals ; it grows gradually out of the image, 
as the latter is used with stress on its structural 
relations rather than on its pictorial character. The 
relations involved in its spatial form are intermediate, 
forming a transition from its pictorial to its conceptual 
character. 

{b) We have already described the general character 
of the primary representation in distinguishing it from 
perception. The image qualitatively resembles the 
content of a past perception, and it becomes repre- 
sentative or symbolic of the latter through the time- 
reference it bears. It is thus the vehicle of ' memory/ 
{c) The secondary representation or ' generic image ’ 
is produced by the occurrence of the same cluster of 
imagery in different contexts. The latter neutralise 
each other, and the central image becomes at once 
stronger, in the sense of being more permanently re- 
tained, and also more generalised in the sense of having 
a less definitely pictorial character. 

{d) The Conception — the vehicle of knowledge and 
characteristic mark of thought — begins to appear when 
certain intelligible relations are established among the 
members of a primarily or secondarily representative 
group. The conception is in process of formation 
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when within a complex of imagery, more or less 
generic, we distinguish certain points of relation, and 
when by such a scheme of relations we aim at under- 
standing what is represented by the imagery, as well 
zs picturing it ; this objective reference seems essentially 
involved in conception. As soon as such a schema is 
fairly discriminated, the imagery which has been the 
occasion and possibility of its discrimination becomes 
irrelevant, and a General Term is sufficient to fix 
it for the mind. In the formation of the schema 
are involved in germ all the functions of Judgment 
and Inference; it is simply by an extension of the 
functions involved in conception that, in Judgment 
and Inference, we endeavour to organise the vast 
scheme of relations in which knowledge as a whole 
consists. 

The definition of sentience as the basis of perception 
is a matter of great difficulty; as Dr Ward has justly 
said, ^sensation’ is, next to ^consciousness,' the most 
hopeless term in Psychology. To assign the physi- 
ological conditions of sentience is, of course, no defini- 
tion. Mr Bradley, speaking of the Real as that which 
we ‘encounter,’ or which ‘ touches ’ us, in Perception, 
has described some of the characteristics which com- 
mon-sense would assign to what it would call our 
sense “knowledge of reality: “The real is . . . that 
which appears in the series of events in space and 
time. It is that which resists our wills ; a thing is 
real if it exercises any kind of force or compulsion, or 
exhibits necessity. It is, briefly, what acts and main- 
tains itself in existence. And this last feature seems 
connected with former ones. We know of no action 
unless it shows itself by altering the series of either 
space or time, or both together ; and again perhaps 
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there is nothing which appears unless it acts.” ^ This 
emphasises very well the compulsory character of the 
sentient basis of perception : we have to accept in its 
entirety, and cannot evade, what comes upon us in the 
present time and actual space before us, — and we try 
to express this by speaking of it as given. But all such 
expressions as those employed by Mr Bradley — and 
they are very common — are unfortunate, as suggesting 
that the facts in question are produced by some force 
acting on the mind from without ; ^ the term ‘ given ’ 
can probably never be cleared of this implication, which 
also comes to the front when we speak of perception, 
or rather certain constituents of it, as ‘ passive. As 
a simple matter of fact, the most fantastic flights of 
imagination often have just as much ^passivity’ as 
sensation. Modern Psychology fails to find anything 
of which such purely ' passive’ or ‘given’ character 
can intelligibly be affirmed ; and it has rightly 
abandoned the attempt to explain any fact what- 
ever as caused in the mind by an activity from 
without. 

It is possible to distinguish certain aspects of sen- 
tience which mark it off from other orders of mental 
fact. (<^) It must always be the experience of a par- 
ticular percipient being or organism at a particular 
time and place ; but this by itself is of course insuffi- 
cient. (d) It has continuous extensive quantity, so 
that purls can be marked within it, both simultaneous 
and successive, (c) It has continuous intensive quan- 
tity, so that it can vary in degree.^ Both space and 

1 p. 44. ^ J.-';' 

2 Of course I do not imply that Mr Bradley himself holds this view. 

3 These are Kant’s ‘Axioms, of,; Itttuition’ and ‘Anticipations of 
' Intuition.’ 
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time seem essential to sentience, for the latter cannot 
be experienced or conceived without continuity, and 
continuity cannot be experienced or conceived apart 
from space and time. If we go back to the primitive 
consciousness, we must say that continuity is realised 
in the primitive germ-experiences of space and time — 
‘massiveness’ and ‘duration.’ Since all attempts 
have failed to derive space-perception from a state of 
consciousness from which every spatial characteristic 
is absent, which is capable of varying only mtensivdy^ 
1 assume that in principle we must adopt the view of 
Dr Ward and Professor James, that the most primitive 
experience has an irreducible extensive character. 
Similarly, in explaining time - perception, we must 
start with a primitive irreducible experience of time- 
transience. The course of experience teaches us to 
distinguish, in the germinal space-experience, what we 
now know as height, breadth, and depth, — and in the 
primitive time-experience, what we now know as pres- 
ent, past, and future. The Psychology of time and 
space has to trace the stages and the conditions of this 
course of development. 

It would seem that continuity, extensive and inten- 
sive, is a characteristic peculiarity of sentience, both 
in its primitive form and w^hen elaborated into percep- 
tion. For facts of the order of imagination have no 
extensive divisible quantity ; and it is a great question 
whether they have any intensive quantity, in the proper 
sense.^ They vary in distinctness and completeness, 
which we mistake for intensity. If we must admit 
variation in intensity — which seems to me to be highly 
questionable — it is only possible within very narrow 
limits. There is no such difference between the cry 
1 Cf. Lotze, §§ 262, 263, V . 
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of a bat and the roll of thunder, when imagined, as 
there is when perceived, 

§ 2. Feeling, in the sense in which the term is here 
used, is a psychological abstraction, just as motion is 
a physical abstraction. There is no actual motion 
which has not a definite direction and velocity ,* there 
is no actual feeling which is not related to some content 
of consciousness, some group of primary or revived 
presentations, which together with the reactions of 
organic sensation and the induced movements of atten- 
tion, gives to the feeling a specific character of its own. 
The actual feeling is not ‘'^made up of various com- 
ponent parts of a general pleasure and pain ; any more 
than the different colours are produced by different 
mixtures of bright and dark” (Lotze). But in science 
we are obliged to deal with pleasure in general, pain 
in general, feeling in general, in which sense there can 
be no difference other than that of duration and in- 
tensity — and perhaps also extent — between the pain 
of a great grief and the pain of toothache, or between 
the pleasure of poetry and the pleasure of ^pushpin,' 
These are not statements about facts but about the mean- 
ing of a scientific term. 

To enlarge upon the ambiguities of Teeling ' and 
related terms is to say things that are both true and 
trite; nevertheless it is worth while briefly to review 
the customary terminology in order to show how great 
is the extent of its indefiniteness and how merely 
practical its ordinary utility. It is not uncommon to 
meet with the observation that the subject-matter of 
this portion of Psychology is perfectly definite, inasmuch 
as all know what, we when we speak of pleasure 
or pain.” The latter statement is certainly true ; these 
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terms, as regards their Connotation or Intension (if the 
expression is at ail admissible), stand for an aspect of 
our inner experience which defies further analysis, and 
to be known must be experienced. Nevertheless what 
we might call their Denotation — the extent of their 
proper application within the whole range of mental 
life — is certainly far from definite. Much confusion 
would be avoided if we were able to dispense with the 
use of terms, which in common language derive all 
their meaning from reference to our actual concrete 
experiences, to indicate in Psychology the result of 
analytical reflexion upon those experiences. The terms 
pleasure and pain have very different implications and 
associations in the two cases. It is, I think, hardly 
open to doubt, when we consider the usage of ordinary 
thought and language, that the primary reference of 
the terms in question is (or was) to the experience of 
physical pleasures and pains,^ — feelings that are localised 
at some portion of the peripheral surface of our bodily 
frame, or are more or less vaguely referred to some 
internal part. Implying no psychological analysis, 
they cover also the intellectual or presentative elements 
involved in such localisation. It is natural that this 
should be the primary meaning; for, as we know, 
bodily feelings are very prominent in early life, and 
through the whole of it are sufficiently prominent to 
exercise an important part of our energies. But while 
this is the primary reference of the terms, their * deno- 
tation ’ has been extended to cover the whole range of 
feelings conditioned or aroused by primary presenta- 

1 Professor Sidgwick remarks {Methods, III. xiv. § 3) that Pleasure is not 
ordinarily used to include all kinds of pleasant feeling ; it suggests rather 
the commoner and coarser kinds , of such feelings. It is the same with 
the correlative term Pain. 
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tions, — feelings which have an object; our physical — 
organic and peripheral — feelings have no object in this 
sense : that is, no object which can be introspectively 
distinguished. Not only so, but the terms pleasure 
and pain are still further extended so as to cover a 
considerable portion of the feelings determined purely 
by representations, of varying degrees of ideality. It is 
in this latter reference that the extreme vagueness of 
their application is most evident. We recognise a cer- 
tain incongruity in their rigorous application through 
this indefinitely extended region of representation. 
This is probably due to the ineradicable reference 
which they bear to physical pleasures and pains. These, 
as just remarked, have no object which can be distin- 
guished by introspection from the feeling; while the 
whole class of feelings determined by presentations and 
representations are modes of ‘ feeling-attitude,' as it 
has been termed, — modes of feeling towards an object. 
The state of ^ feeling-attitude ’ is never adequately 
expressed, reflectively or cognitively, without an explicit 
relating of Self to the object. Thus we must at least 
say, ‘ It pleases me,' ' It displeases (or pains) me,’ " I 
like it,’ &c. We call these feelings pleasures and 
pains ; but the latter words suggest a passivity which 
does not characterise the feelings as they actually 
occur. 

Beside what we call pleasures and pains, there are 
those states of consciousness, familiar and easily 
recognised, which we are disposed to distinguish as 
^ emotions,’ — anger, fear, hope, love, &c. The typical 
emotions are initiated normally by the rise of ' per- 
cepts ’ of actual scenes, events, and circumstances ; but 
it is to be noted that they may be aroused in an intense 
form by representations of past events, and even by 
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imaginations in the ordinary sense — by representations 
of events which have never been experienced by the 
individual, and which he has no reason to believe ever 
will be experienced.^ All emotions have an object in 
one or other of these senses ; and in pathological cases 
the emotion may constitute an object for itself. Though 
an emotion may be groundless, from the point of view 
of an ' impartial spectator/ it is never objectless for the 
consciousness which feels it. Every typical emotion 
is a complete ^ psychosis ’ or state of mind — all the three 
functions of consciousness enter into its constitution ; 
and inseparably bound up with it are certain organic 
activities, internal reflexes and external movements 
(voluntary or instinctive) which we are accustomed to 
call the ^ expression ’ of the emotion. Any typical 
emotion, so constituted, is as qualitatively distinct 
from other kinds of emotion as one sensation is from 
another. On the whole, then, it is obviously incorrect 
to say that emotions are states of pleasure or pain, or 
that they differ only in degrees of pleasure or pain ; 
and accordingly we never naturally do so. Nevertheless 
we always find emotions to be either pleasurable or 
painful, — they are accompanied by feeling-tones of 
varying intensities. 

Another state of mind, perfectly recognisable when 
experienced, but which common-sense is quite incapable 
of analysing, is desire. Ordinary thought only ventures 
on the very rough classification of desires according as 
the objects which satisfy them are states of the mind 
or of the body. The denotation of the term is practi- 
cally as unmistakable as that of the terms by which we 

^ It is difficult to ascertain how far we can be conscious of the purely 
imaginary or fictitious character of the representation at the moment ivhen 
it is arousing the emotion. ■ ■ ■ ’ ' . 
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indicate the ordinary emotions ; but the extreme diffi- 
culty of analysing the state of consciousness signified, 
is evinced the bewildering variety of conflicting 
analyses found in our Psychologies, and, above all, in 
our text-books of Ethics. Desire, for the adult con- 
sciousness, is an experience siii generis, which %ve never 
describe, and which cannot properly be described, as a 
mere mode of volitional activity or as mere pleasure 
or pain ; but it is normally painful according to its 
intensity, especially when its object is such as not to 
be capable of progressive, but only of what we may 
call catastrophic, attainment or satisfaction. Moreover, 
since all desire prompts more or less to action, we find 
such terms as 'impulse,’ 'spring of action,’ and even 
'instinct,’ used to cover all the facts covered by 
' desire ’ ; and since ' emotions ’ are inseparably accom- 
panied by organic activity, they, too, may be described 
by just such terms, which are indeed vagueness 
incarnate. 

Akin to desire in its impulsive character is the state 
of mind we call ‘interest’ — another term signifying 
what for common-sense is unanalysable. The great 
importance of interest, especially in its ethical and 
ethological aspects, is very evident. Our interests are 
the expression of the dominant tendencies of our 
mental activity, — they are the things we notice, attend 
to, adopt, — they are part of our self, and to acquire 
new interests is to enlarge the scope of self. It would 
be difficult to state the truth more forcibly than Pro- 
fessor James has done. " The moment one thinks of it, 
one sees how false a notion of experience that is which 
makes it the mere presence to the senses of an out- 
ward order. Millions of items of the outward order are 
present to my senses which never properly enter into 
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my experience. Why ? Because they have no interest 
for me. My experience is what I agree to attend to. 
Only those items which I notice shape my mind— -with- 
out selective interest experience is an utter chaos. 
Interest alone gives accent and emphasis, light and 
shade, background and foreground, — intelligible per- 
spective, in a word. It varies with every creature, but 
without it the consciousness of every creature would be 
a grey chaotic indiscriminateness, impossible for us 
even to conceive. . . . Subjective interest may, by 
laying its weighty index-finger on particular items of 
experience, so accent them as to give to the least 
frequent associations far more power to shape our 
thoughts than the most frequent ever possess. The 
interest itself . . . experience more than it is 

made by it.” 

The preceding brief review was undertaken to show 
the highly indefinite character of our ordinary termin- 
ology; but it has also made evident another fact of 
great importance, which we have had occasion to 
notice. All the states of mind which we attempt to 
distinguish as emotions, interests, desires, impulses, 
have normally the characteristic of being pleasurable 
or painful in some degree. In other words, their tend- 
ency is to move upwards towards pleasure or what 
is definitely agreeable, or downwards towards pain or 
what is definitely disagreeable ; and the main problem 
in the Psychology of Feeling is to investigate the exact 
function of the feeling with regard to each. Hence the 
indefinitely great extent and difficulty of the questions 
which arise in this department of the science. 

Feeling — that is, the psychological abstraction with 
which we here deal — is,; a purely affective or pathic state 
which is capable of var&tipn only in four ways : in its 
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nature as being pleasant or unpleasant, — in its intensity, 
— in what, for want of a better term, may be called its 
extent or breadth, — -and in its duration. As regards its 
extent, it may be transient and contracted, or abiding 
and deep-seated. In a suggestive passage, Hoffding 
contrasts these : A feeling may be vei*y strong and 
deeply rooted without being violent, but is then more 
easily overlooked ; the feelings accompanying ideal 
aims and relations are far less in a position to produce 
momentary effects and sudden ebullitions than are the 
physical vital functions. . . . Ideal feelings are spread 
over a longer space of time and take effect more secretly : 
yet they are capable of possessing themselves step by 
step of the central position in the mind.” This fact is 
in great danger of being ignored ; and it seems to me 
to have important bearings. As regards the duration 
of feeling, it must be observed that we cannot properly 
speak of stream of feelings. Long ago Aristotle re- 
marked that pleasure is ‘ a certain whole,’ — and so is 
pain. Every feeling is a unity, and lends a special 
unity to the presentations which condition it, marking 
them off from others as having a practical meaning for 
the individual into whose experience they enter. Even 
if these presentations are successive — that is, if when 
viewed in themselves they consist of more or less 
discrete portions, one after the other — yet in feeling we 
are able to hold the succession together in a certain 
special unity ; we are able to experience it as a whole, 
so to speak, and thus to make it into a duration. Suc- 
cession cannot enter into a feeling, but duration may. 
This leads us, finally, to notice a characteristic of feel- 
ing which is of significance beyond Psychology. If we 
understand by the ^ present,’ Hot the abstract fiction of 
an indivisible moment. But the concrete 'now’ in its 
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ever- varying extent, then we may say that every feeling 
from its nature is of the present only. Presentation, 
as we have seen, is capable of being formed, by 
analysis and synthesis, into wholes of discriminated 
and inter-related parts; while feeling has a unifying 
function which excludes any such analysis or synthesis. 
Presentations again are susceptible of retention and 
redintegration ; that is, they may recur again and 
again in clear consciousness, and tend to recur in the 
same combinations ; but feeling is of the present only. 
Indeed it would be almost meaningless to say that feel- 
ing is retained or reproduced, for feeling in this sense 
has no character by which it could be identified as the 
same at different times. The only possible criterion 
of sameness would be the sameness of the presentational 
substrate of the feeling. The only course open to us 
seems to be to affirm that a new feeling is called forth 
by the present representation of the same object. Feel- 
ing is not retained, any more than the concrete imagery 
which clusters round the present sentience is retained.^ 

§ 3. Having briefly surveyed the general character- 
istics of feeling and of presentation, let us now turn to 
the active element. 

In nearly every modern work on Psychology we find 
some sections devoted to a destructive criticism of the 
faculty theory, although the notion of faculties has 
totally disappeared both in Psychology and Ph3^siology. 
Science, as we know, aims at finding something more 
fundamental, operative in various ways in the various 
^ powers ’ ; its explanation is in a sense also a simplifi- 

^ It must be observed that such questions, only arise because in Psy- 
chology we are compelled to regard -the whole mind as esseniially a pro- 
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cation. But if the principle used is too simple, if it is 
inadequate to the complexity of the facts, then instead 
of explaining these we shall explain them away. The 
notion of faculties implied also that of activities, and we 
must replace the many faculties by the one function of 
activity or attention or conation— the name given to it is 
comparatively unimportant, provided we recognise that 
it is the ground and root of the notion of activity ^ and is inex- 
plicable by anything else. It is easy to raise objections 
to any name which we may use to designate the fact ; 

‘ activit}^ ’ or ‘ conation ’ are probably preferable to any 
others, for the reason I have just mentioned, — a reason 
which is recognised by those psychologists who do not 
explain away the fact. Hence it is idle to ask, what 
right has attention to be pre-eminently entitled active ? 
if the word ^ active ’ cannot properly be applied hercy 
then assuredly it may not be used in any other con- 
nection whatever. But you cannot get rid of the word 
or the idea; you may exclude it from attention and 
volition, but then you will find yourself speaking of 
consciousness as a whole, or of ' thought’ or 'judg- 
ment ’ or 'sensation,’ in terms which necessarily imply 
it ; or if not, then it will creep into your account of 
organic or inorganic phenomena. The notion of 
agency will find for itself a standing in the universe 
somewhere; without it, reality is reduced to a play 
of fleeting shadows — shadows cast by nothing on 
nothing. 

A peculiar ambiguity is introduced into this discus- 
sion by the failure to distinguish psychical activity as 
such from the 'consciousness of’ muscular activity. 
A doctrine which is widely held — of which Professor 
Bain is a well-known exponent — recognises that there 
is an active constituent in consciousness which is not 
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mere feeling or mere sentience or intellection ; but it 
goes on to explain everything characteristic of the 
^ active ’ consciousness as being the result of muscular 
strain. ' Activity ’ is affirmed to consist merely of the 
sensations correlated with those neural processes which 
effect muscular movement; and it is pointed out that 
not only our motor organs but all our sense-organs are 
supplied with muscles, by the action of which they are 
moved either wholly or in some of their parts. As 
Professor Sully has it, The most obvious general 
differentiating circumstance” in all active or conative 
phenomena is ^‘the psychical correlate of muscular 
action: our consciousness of activit}^ is based on the 
common peculiarities of our muscular sensibility.” 
Professor Bain — and here too Professor Sully seems 
inclined to follow him- — would insist that these mus- 
cular sensations, which give its special character to 
our ‘ active ’ consciousness, are differentiated from all 
sensations which are peripherally initiated (Af?., de- 
pendent on afferent nerve - currents) by the fact that 
they are specially correlated with the efferent nerve- 
currents which effect the muscular movements. They 
therefore constitute a distinct ‘ consciousness of in- 
nervation.’ But the view more prevalent at present, 
and the one to which the results of experiment and 
pathological observation would point, denies any such 
consciousness of efferent innervation, and makes all 
the so-called muscular sensations result from muscular 
motion having been effected ; so that they are on the 
same level with all other sensations as being correlated 
with afferent processes in the nerves. 

Whichever of the two views is taken, the difficulties 
of the general theory are equally great. It is no doubt 
plausible to say that when we ‘attend’ to a sensory 
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presentation— of sight, for example — the only ^ activity ’ 
in the case is the sensation f of’ the muscular adjust- 
ment of the organs of sight. But the matter is not so 
simple when we attend — whether voluntarily (that is, 
selectively) or not — to a representative image ; though 
; here Vnascent ’ muscular activity in the corresponding 

sense-organ may be brought in as the ^ agent.’ The 
i difficulties seem insuperable when we selectively attend 

to a process of thought as such ; that is, when we vol- 
untarily control the thoughts in view of a certain end, 

> selecting, accepting, or rejecting our conceptual ma- 

terial according to its intellectual harmony with the 
end. Here the only Vadjustment’ consists in organising 
ideas which are perhaps of a high degree of generality ; 
it cannot be reduced to ^consciousness of’ any mus- 
cular process, — to the sensations accompanying such 
a process. Of course it may be said that when we 
attend to a general idea as such, what we realty attend 
to is a particular concrete image — viz., the general term 
which we use in language to signify the idea; but this 
does not apply when we attend to the intellectual rela- 
tions of the ideas, when we think in the proper : sense of 
the word. These are thought-relations, 'not relations 
among the mental images of words ; and the selective 
activity involved in organising them must be purely 
psychical.^ The difficulty of the muscular-sensation 
theory is equally great in the case of Desire. When 
desire for an end (consciously represented) leads to 
action, can the whole process be reduced to one of 
pure feeling and pure intellectual apprehension (includ- 
ing concrete imagination) ? Professor Sully seems to 

1 I do not understand that those who regard a vaso-inotor process as the 
physiological concomitant of this inteil'ectual attention (cf. Stout, op. 
voh I p. 219) seek to ‘explain^ thelatter by the former. 
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recognise the impossibility of this when he says that 
the higher forms of volition “involve not merely this 
psychical concomitant [of muscular activity], but also 
a psychical antecedent in the way of consciousness of 
purpose and forecasting of end.” Here is implicitly 
recognised the element of psychical activity or cona- 
tion, The more one reflects upon it, the more futile 
seems the appeal to the consciousness of muscular 
strain to explain what we can only describe as the 
active process of discriminative selection from among 
ideational and conceptual elements. This process of 
selection in view of an end is not in the least parallel to 
the process of muscular adjustment. The innervation- 
theory was itself an implicit recognition that activity 
is an essential character of consciousness, since it 
attempted to find a physiological ground for distin- 
guishing the active element, in the fact that it alone 
is the concomitant of a central nervous discharge. 
But this physiological ground is now falling away ; 
muscular sensations would seem to be just as passive 
as other sensations, and these to be just as active as 
the muscular sense. We must either regard all notions, 
of activity in consciousness as illusory, or we must 
regard what we call activity as a unique essential 
characteristic of all mental life. It must further be 
insisted that no psychological fact can be explained 
by reference to physiological facts ; it is a serious 
error in method to suppose that any characteristic of 
the subject-matter of a lower science can explain that 
of a higher.^ In saying this, I am not in the least 
blind to the interest and importance of ascertaining 
the physiological conditions of various orders of mental 
fact ; but these conditions are in no sense explanations. 

^ The grounds for this statement were set forth in ch, ii. 
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Professor Sidgwick and Mr Spencer have proposed to 
"" define ’ feeling by reference to the fact that a pleasur- 
able content of consciousness is one which we en- 
deavour to retain ; a painful content, one which we 
endeavour to expel, or from which we turn to other 
contents. This seems true in general; but it is scarcely 
a definition ’ of feeling, — it is rather a statement of the 
connection of feeling and activity. We find that our 
mental activity is always first prompted by feeling and 
sustained in response to movements of feeling ; hence 
arises its selective character, following one line in pref- 
erence to another. It is true that conation may have 
an effect on feeling, but this is through the intensifica- 
tion, or extension, of the presentations which call forth 
the feeling. In thus stating the connection of feeling 
and activity, w^e have not referred to the bodily move- 
ments which constitute the outw^ard side of conduct in 
the ordinary sense. But volition, in the usual sense, 
— as meaning the state of mind immediately antecedent 
to muscular movements, — is not constituted otherwise 
than by a feeling -prompted psychical activity in re- 
lation to ideas of aims and ends. At the risk of a 
small amount of repetition, we may summarise those 
results of the Psychology of Volition which may be 
regarded as fairly established, (a) We must distin- 
guish musctdar effort, in the proper sense of the word, 
and mental effort ; what is commonly known as ^ mus- 
cular exertion ’ is a compound of the two. It is less 
misleading and more accurate to speak of muscular 
strain than of muscular effort, {b) The only modes of con- 
sciousness connected with muscular motion are sensory 
presentations and representations of it as accomplished ; 
muscular / effort ' or strain is a sensory complex, corre- 
lated with the functioning of afferent nerve-tracts, and 
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resulting from movement being accomplished. The 
supposed feeling of efferent innervation does not exist. 
In this, authorities working from very widely separated 
standpoints — James, Wundt, Miinsterberg, for example 
— are now agreed, (r) With regard to mental effort, 
the psychologists who accept the view of mental ac- 
tivity which we have here defended explain it as an 
intense or concentrated form of that activity. Others 
explain it as due to some characteristic in the connec- 
tion of the presentations.^ The latter view makes 
attention a 'resultant,’ as Professor James would say, 
while the former makes it a ' force ’ — that is, an agency 
not exhausted in the products of intellectual discrimin- 
ation. The view of attention as a ' resultant ’ implies 
that the only ' activity ’ which is admitted is the actual 
intensity, quality, and other special character (such 
as 'feeling-tone’) of each distinguishable Vorstellung. 
This conclusion has been worked out by an important 
school of psychologists, among whom Mtinsterberg is 
the most prominent ; and it is the logical result of the 
principles of the English Sensationalist Psychology, as 
expounded, for instance, by Professor Bain, (d) To 
place our sense of activity and effort in the nexus be- 
tween the volition, considered as a psychical state, and 
the muscular contraction is a view destitute of evidence 
and open to fatal objections. On such a view it would 
be difficult to understand how we could execute any 
bodily movement until we had physiological knowledge 
of the means necessary for it ; not only of the muscles 
and their contractile properties, but also of the means 
of exciting a definite motor nerve-tract in the manner 
necessary for contracting the muscles concerned in 

^ See Mr Bradley’s article,., y Is tlie;re aiiy special activity of attention?’^ 
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producing a definite movement which we desire, (e) 
The object, of the volitional effort always lies within 
consciousness, and is an idea or representation of 
afferent muscular sensations— in other words, a repre- 
sentation connected nearly or remotely with the latter 
through the laws of redintegration association 
From its intrinsic nature, or from the presence of other 
ideas of more interest, this representation may tend to 
lapse from vivid and stable consciousness; attention 
may be attracted elsewhere. Mental effort in attending 
may then accompany its maintenance. That this idea, 
being once maintained, should by the connection be- 
tween its cerebral seat and other bodily parts give rise 
to muscular movements, is a secondary matter with 
which the psychical effort as such has nothing immedi- 
ately to do. 

The general character of the psychological principle 
which we have adopted is now apparent; in every 
concrete state of mind there is — 

A subject I action-under-feeling i 
related in its j t presentations. 

The term subject is employed to emphasise the indi- 
vidualised or centralised character of every conscious- 
ness, with its unity at every moment and its continuity 
through successive moments. We regard the whole 
nature of the Subject as manifested in and through its 
threefold function of Intellection, Feeling, Conation; 
it is not something which exists apart from these. So 
far as we hnow this threefold function, we know the 
‘substance,’ ‘essence,’ or real nature of the soul, or 
what it is ‘in itself.’ This is the psychological appli- 
cation of the principle on which Lotze and Sigwart 
have so well insisted — that a thing is what it does. 
The ‘phenomenon’ is just as much of the ‘noumenon’ 
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as is known ; it is not a screen preventing all access to 
the ' noumenon ’ and so turning it into an Unding. On 
the other hand, the so-called ‘ phenomenal ’ knowledge, 
though it has a degree of truth, is not the whole truth 
about consciousness; hence any psychological con- 
clusion, if treated as absolute, as the whole truth, may 
lead to insoluble difficulties, — which show not that the 
conclusion is false, but that such treatment of it is 
illegitimate. 

§ 4. The general analysis has been stated so as to 
imply an order of dependence among the constituents 
of consciousness,— feeling being aroused by presenta- 
tion, activity initiated by feeling. Now, it may be 
urged, against this, that just as in a horizontal motion 
we cannot regard direction as depending on velocity, or 
velocity on direction, though the two are always dis- 
tinguishable ; so in consciousness we cannot say that 
feeling depends on presentation, or conation on feeling. 
The fact of a motion in a certain direction is itself the 
fact of a motion with a certain velocity ; in the same 
way, the fact of a cognitive state occurring is at once 
the fact of a state of feeling and activity occurring. 
It would thus be impossible that these should act on 
one another; change in one cannot produce change in 
the other, for change in the one already is change in 
the other.^ 

This is evidently a question which demands careful 
consideration. 

Since the objection is not made from the point of 
view which denies that in any concrete state the three 
elements can be distinguished, let us assfmte that there 

^ This view appears, in a modified form, in Mr Stout’s Analytic Psy- 
chology. ' 
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is an invariable order of dependence among them: 
where shall we look to find its nature? Not in such, 
states as bodily feeling, where the cognitive or pre- 
sentative element is insignificant, — or aesthetic con- 
templation, where the active is so, — or the process of 
abstract reasoning, where the affective may be insig- 
nificant ; but in the normal process of desire realising 
itself in action, where all three elements are equally 
prominent. Here we have a real process; the distin- 
guishable kinds of mental function are not realised as 
it were all at once ; the representation of the end, as 
unattained or partially attained, conditions the feeling, 
and the feeling, initiating mental activity, selectively 
conditions the trains of ideas representing means to 
the end. The greater the extent of the end, the more 
clearly does this appear ; the desire then draws after 
it many lesser desires subordinate to its own realisa- 
tion. On this account we frequently use expressions 
implying that the order of dependence among the func- 
tions is a time-order; thus presentation is said to be 
'Sprier’ to feeling, and so on. Our natural tendency 
seems to be to express an order of dependence between 
any two elements A and B by terms implying a relation 
or order in time, even when A and B occur in strict 
simultaneity. It is of considerable significance that we 
should attempt to describe what we regard as. — rel- 
atively to the other — the independent variable of the two 
by such terms as ^ prior,’ ‘antecedent,’ &c., even when 
we know that there is no actual time-process between 
them. 

But in the end, the question whether the three func- 
tions are realised together in strict, simultaneity or not, 
is quite irrelevant to the question of their order of de- 
pendence. The emergence, of a presentative complex 
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into distinct consciousness may be absolutely coinci- 
dent in time with the emergence of the feeling — and, 
further, the feeling might even emerge before the pres- 
entation attained to a place in distinct consciousness 
— and yet it might be always true that the presentation 
is the condition of the feeling and, relatively to it, the 
independent variable. This must surely become evi- 
dent as soon as we take seriously the hypothesis — or 
rather the proved fact — of subconsciousness, and re- 
cognise that there are degrees of consciousness, in the 
sense that much may be felt or experienced which is 
not discriminated.^ There are continually occurring 
presentations which an individual never specially 
notices; yet he cannot be considered unconscious of 
them, for a sudden change or cessation of the presen- 
tation is at once noticed. From this point of view I 
can see nothing objectionable in the supposition that a 
presentation may arouse feeling in the act of emerging 
from subconsciousness or sentience, and so bring a 
concentration of attention on itself; so that the dis- 
tinct occurrence of the presentation might not only 
not precede, but even to a perhaps barely perceptible 
extent succeed the emergence of the feeling. In this 
case the appeax‘ance of the presentation in distinct or 
focalised consciousness depends on the feeling, but the 
feeling depends on the presentation as emerging from 
the subconscious or sentient state. Hence, to cover 
such cases, we must modify our formula — whenever 
some change takes place in our surrounding world, we 
are, on becoming aware of it, pleased or pained by it, 
and we act accordingly ’’ ; for we may be pleased or 
pained by it before we become, distinctly or intellect- 

^ We are not concerned with any development of the doctrine beyond 
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ually aware of it, when it is still a mode of anoetic 
consciousness,. The distinct awareness or noetic con- 
sciousness, since in fact it constitutes the intelligence 
of the state of mind and makes it cognitive, easily but 
erroneously comes to be regarded as the determining 
condition of the feeling; while in realit}-”, so far as 
distinct, it is rather a consequence of the feeling- 
initiated impulse. I have adduced these considera- 
tions in order to emphasise the fact that this question 
of the mutual dependence of the conscious functions 
is both complicated and many-sided ; too many-sided 
to be embraced by the ready-made logical distinctions 
and correlations on which is based the objection we 
are considering. 

It may still be said, however, that the whole con- 
ception implied in such manner of speech as we have 
been employing — e.g,, in speaking of any mental func- 
tion as a relatively independent variable — is inadmis- 
sible because it involves the use of the category of 
causality without that of reciprocity; we are over- 
weighting, so to speak, one term of a reciprocal re- 
lation. Here, I think, the real significance of the 
oi'iginal objection appears. Thus, Hegel observes that 
in Reciprocity, which corrects the one-sidedness of 
Causality, the one side is a cause, is primary, active, 
passive, &c., just as the other is; similarly the pre- 
supposition of another side and the action upon it, 
the immediate primariness and dependence produced 
by the alternation, are one and the same on both sides ; 
the cause assumed to be prior is, on account of its im- 
mediacy, passive, a dependent being, and an effect-”^ 
So interpreted, the principle of reciprocity leads to the 
view that each of the three constituents of conscious- 
^ Zogk, § 155 (Wallace). 
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ness is equally dependent and independent, equally 
active and passive ; they ail ^ depend ’ on one another 
in the same sense. This would effectually destroy the 
general analysis of mind which has been suggested — 
especially in its implication that the more or less 
transient feelings are manifestations of a subjective 
store, so to speak — that there is a potentiality of 
feeling over and above the feeling which actually oc- 
curs, It would destroy the view defended by James 
and Lotze that there is, in precisely the same sense, a 
potentiality of conation, of which more may supervene 
in relation to an object that otherwise would remain 
constant or fade away- Wundt’s view of ^appercep- 
tion ’ in its original form certainly involved the like 
assumption, that the agency of consciousness is not 
exhausted in the mere production of presentations.^ 
Similarly Ward maintains that consciousness is before 
all else active, — the distribution of the activity being 
determined by feeling, which is a mode of the Subject 
conditioned by its own objects. 

Ail criticism of these views, so far as I have seen, 
either rests upon ^ presentationist ’ principles, which 
we shall examine presently, or else consists in urging 
in various ways that the category of reciprocity forbids 
the assumption on which the writers that I have men- 
tioned rely. Sometimes, however, this latter line of 
criticism is expressed in a form which it is difficult 
to describe as other than disingenuous ; thus, we are 
supposed to believe in an activity outside the stream 
of events, though acting continually on them,” some- 
thing outside the facts, gifted with a mysterious power, 
of which no explanation can be given, of interfering 

^ Not that “consciousness is .a real agent producing changes in its own 
objects,” for this implies that the agency is separated from the objects. 
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with them in some specific manner,” ^' something out- 
side that interferes by a miracle with the course of 
phenomena.”^ To suppose that conation is regarded 
as being outside the course of mental ^events’ is, 
to say the least of it, a misconception which might 
easily have been avoided. Indeed, such declamation 
would be unworthy of serious notice, did not a certain 
amount of interest attach to it owing to the apparently 
peculiar sense in which this magic term event ’ is 
used ; it is used with some arbitrary restriction of 
meaning, the rationale of which is hard to discover. 
I presume that ordinarily the only limitation to the 
extent of its meaning is the implication that what 
is described by it shall be “^in time’; an ‘event,’ if 
not a succession of discrete parts, must at least have 
duration. What in any sense transcends time cannot 
be called an event. Sometimes the idea of an ‘ event 
is used, in Psychology, as exclusive of, and antithetic 
to, that of an ‘ efficient cause,’ — as if an efficient cause 
could not be a process, or a process a cause. The 
only way of conclusively ascertaining the proper limits 
of the application of this term ‘event’ in the sphere 
of mental life will be to come to some final conclusion 
upon the metaphysical problems to which the time- 
process gives rise. In the meantime we may use the 
term freely of any and every mental fact or function 
whose existence is not known to go beyond the limiting 
conditions of succession and duration ; and when also 
using the term of physical or natural processes, we 
may, if needful, distinguish between ‘personal’ and 
‘ impersonal ’ events. If it is said that to speak of 
any mental function as an event implies not only that 

^ From a ‘ criticism ^ which will be found in N.S., vol. iii. pp^ 

468, 469. ■ ■ . 
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it is ' in time ’ but that it is reciprocally and completely 
conditioned by antecedent and simultaneous events in 
time, I would point out that it can only have this 
implication for those who assume that there is nothing 
real which in any way transcends temporal succession 
and duration ; this is a vast metaphysical hypothesis 
which certainly I have no intention of adopting, and 
which surely never will be dogmatically assumed by 
those who profess such zeal for clearing Psychology 
of Metaphysics. 

Another form of the appeal to the Hegelian notion 
of Reciprocity as ultimate for Psychology, consists in 
the contention that the view we defend breaks up 
the life of the soul, divides it into active and passive 
factors, or supposes a passive beginning with a super- 
vening activity;”^ and again in the contention that 
the Libertarian theory of freedom assumes an * un- 
motived choice ’ or unmotived intensification of effort, 
— unmotived, because not completely and reciprocally 
determined by its correlate.^ This principle leads to 
the view of the ''' entire immanence of the Self in the 
process of its own experience,” as Professor James 
Seth has well expressed it : the entire immanence of 
the Subject in its own objects. 

I venture to affirm that we must entirely reject the 
idea that causality involves reciprocity, in the form in 

^ 'We have seen that our view cannot suppose, any factor of consciousness 
to be merely passive ; but the point of the above objection is not quite 
turned by this. 

I am far from supposing that the Libertarian theory of liberum 
arhitrmm\^2^ completely true and adequate account of what takes place 
in our volitional activity ; if put forward as being so, I think it deserves 
to be called 'absurd/ But Lam convinced that it is much nearer the 
tniih (see § 3, above, ad than any ptber theory of freedom which 
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which Hegel states it in the passage I have quoted. 
The only truth contained in the unqualified assertion 
which he makes, is the general truth that a relation is 
unthinkable apart from a duality of terms; before we 
can intelligibly assert a relation we must have distin- 
guishable elements between which it is to hold. Thus, 
every causal relation implies a distinguishable A and 
a distinguishable B ; in this sense it implies the most 
general form of the conception of reciprocity. But in 
this generality, reciprocity simply means relation, and 
it is certainly true that causation is unthinkable save 
as a relation.^ But I hold it of vital importance to 
remember that the conception of causality has widely 
different significations in the different departments of 
knowledge, each valid in its own sphere. There is 
first the notion of Ground, in the ultimate ontological 
significance, as expressing the relation between the 
universal Ground of all and the finite and dependent, — 
between ^'the Absolute and its Appearances,’’ as Mr 
Bradley would say. The word ‘'cause’ ma}^ introduce 
confusion of thought if used to indicate this supreme 
relation. Then we have to distinguish the use made 
of the category in the various special sciences. Caus- 
ation in Physics is not what it is in Chemistry; in 
Physiology it has a third signification, different from 
either of the two preceding ; and yet a fourth in 
Psychology. The first and second are cases of the 
causa transiens ; the third and fourth, of the causa 
inwianem. Only of the causa transiens can it possibly 
be true that the one side is primary, active, passive, 
&c., just as the other is.” This notion applies exactly 
in Physics; it is not so adequate to the facts of Chem- 

^ Hence tlie contradictoriness of the conception of a First Cause, if 
* first’ implies any reference to tithe. , , 
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istry, where ' affinity ' seems strangely like a species of 
selection ; but in Physiology — in the notion of Organ- 
ism — the significance of immanent causation begins 
to appear. Transient causation takes place between 
different individuals or central unities ; but in im- 
manent causation, we have a central unity controlling 
or conditioning a finite circumference as such. As 
long as we remain within Physiology, the nature of 
the central unity remains problematical ; but though 
the function of the ^ centre ' in relation to the ^ circum- 
ference ' (the physical organism) implies the impos- 
sibility of their existing apart, it is quite misleading 
to say that both are equally primary, active, passive, 
&c.,’' and still more misleading in the case of. Psychol- 
ogy. Here, when we apply the term ‘cause’ histori- 
cally, affirming that in the course of mental development 
antecedent states are causes of subsequent states, we 
mean that the former are the conditions upon which 
the vSubject — the central source of the manifold events 
of thought, feeling, action — produces new states which 
are an increment of being upon their antecedents. 
Similarly when we apply the term to the relation 
between particular psychical functions in the con- 
crete, then — in Sigwart’s words — “we are dealing 
with the states or changes of a Subject which by 
virtue of its nature has other states for a consequence 
of these, and in this sense an idea is called the cause 
of a feeling, a feeling the cause of a desire.” 

We seem, therefore, able to vindicate our analysis of 
the general nature of consciousness against any objec- 
tions of an a priori or formal character. It is not, 
indeed, difficult to repel such formal objections as 
those based on the logical nature of the relation of 
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Reciprocity, or that of Subject and Object ; their 
discussion, however, helps to show the importance 
and significance of the conception of the individual 
Subject as marking the standpoint of Psychology. 

§ 5. We must now carefully consider an important 
and formidable theory, or tendency, in Psychology, 
which may be generally described as an attempt to 
reduce our mental life to One constituent : knowledge, 
regarded as the product of sensations and their mental 
residtia^ images or ‘ideas.' It thus stands in marked 
antithesis to the method which proceeds on the as- 
sumption that there are three fundamental and irre- 
ducible mental functions,^ and to that which applies 
the conception of individuality to mental life by recog- 
nising a Subject of consciousness. 

The principle of this theory, which has been called 
‘ Presentationism ’ by Dr Ward and Professor Seth, is 
thus concisely expressed by one of its most prominent 
defenders: “A theory of the soul does justice to the 
whole range of psychical phenomena, if it assumes 
as the only function of the soul, sensation characterised 
by quality, intensity, and tone of feeling d' ^ It will be 
evident that this is the principle with which English 
Associationism works ; indeed, any theory may be 
regarded as tending in this direction if it declines to 
recognise a Subject of consciousness — that is, a central 
source of the various modes of feeling, conation, cog- 
nition — and if it goes on to assume, as in consistency 

^ Here and elsewhere I have spoken of three functions ; in strict accu- 
racy, we should rather speak of three constituents of the one function 
in which consciousness consists. But the former expression is sometimes 
grammatically convenient. 

^ Mlinsterberg, Willenshandlung, p. $6. 
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it should, that the cognitive elements are fundamental, 
and all other modes of consciousness a by-product of 
these. It will come the nearer to Presentationism, the 
more consistently it treats feeling as an 'aspect’ of 
presentations, and conation as a result of their ' inter- 
action.’ So far as there is any basal or substantial 
element in consciousness, it consists in presentations, 
regarded simply as facts; feeling and activity are 
attached to these and treated as wholly dependent on 
them. By adopting this point of view, it is thought 
that ' metaphysical ’ assumptions are easily and safely 
avoided. Nevertheless it is not difficult to show, on 
epistemological grounds, the impossibility of the pre- 
suppositions involved in this method. 

The attempt made is in brief to " treat the psycho- 
logical standpoint as if it were essentially the same as 
a physical standpoint.” Psychology is to disregard 
the conditions of human knowledge, and like the other 
sciences, treat its material in abstraction from the know- 
ing S'libject; psychologically, consciousness is to be 
made an object , — the mind is to be treated simply as 
so much fact to be known, the evolution of which may 
be traced and reduced to laws in the same way as the 
phenomena treated by the other special sciences. But 
no inquiry would be made into the process by which 
the facts are known. In dealing ' psychologically ’ 
with cognition we should be abstracting from the 
essence of cognition. The so-called mental 'facts’ 
with which we deal are themselves known b)^ a mental 
process ; and the significance of the former cannot be 
understood apart from the latter. Can we suppose it 
reasonable to deal with mental ' events,’ so called, and 
yet ignore the knowledgje oit)its^ events, which — unless 
it is to be separated from the events — must itself be a 
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supervening mental event ? The distinction between 
ideas in the sense of psychical states and in the sense 
of the meaning or content of the psychical existences, 
— which has been dwelt on hy Mr Bradley and others, 
and explained with admirable clearness by Professor 
Dewey/ — surely cannot be made the ground of dis- 
tinguishing Psychology from its presuppositions in the 
Presentationist manner. ^‘To state the whole matter 
simply,” says Professor Dewey, every psychical state 
is at once ^ sensation ’ [differentiation of sentience] and 
interpretation of that sensation — meaning con- 
veyed: it is sign and signification.”- The meaning 
is susceptible of continuous development, with the 
development of thought ; when it begins to unfold, it 
appears as ‘^objective, permanent, and universal,” — 
it seems to report a reality which is there aside from 
our particular mental state, one which is equally there 
for my intelligence at all times under the same con- 
ditions, and for all intelligences.” The meaning is 
part of the psychical fact.” Every psychical fact 
has these two aspects.” ^ Thus to take away the con- 
ditions of knowledge is to take away everything that 
makes what we know as conscious experience ; for as 
the objective knowledge which we have through the 
psychical fact is one reference in its meaning, so our 
psychological knowledge of this process is another 
reference in its meaning. 

The physicist abstracts (in part) from the mental 
process by which his facts are known ; but his position 
is not analogous to that of the psychologist. The 
^ facts ’ of the physicist are always in the last resort 
those of direct perception, with their invariable char- 
acteristic of being extensive : and intensive quanta in 
^ Alindj vol. xii. p, 382 ff. y® P. 382. ^ I*. 3S3, 
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space and time; and these characteristics themselves 
are simply one part of the ^ facts ’ with %vhich the 
psychologist has to deal. To say, therefore, that the 
psychologist deals with ‘ mental ’ facts or phenomena, 
while the physicist deals with ‘ material ’ facts, involves 
a serious confusion if it is given as a sufficient demar- 
cation of psychical from physical science ; for the word 
fact or phenomenon means very different things in the 
two cases. The same conclusion has been illustrated 
by Dr Ward in another way. There is not a genus 
phenomenon divisible into two mutually exclusive 
spheres, mental and material, as the latter may be 
divided into optical, acoustical, and so forth ; evidently 
not, for if we must needs speak of mental phenomena 
at all, then the physicist himself in converse with 
material phenomena furnishes the phenomena or 
rather the phenomenon of the psychologist/’ ^ In 
the words of Professor Groom Robertson,^ ^^The 
peculiarity of Psychology is that, however its subject- 
matter may be at first distinguished from that of the 
other sciences, it finds itself occupied, in a manner of 
its own, as it advances, with the very matter of the 
others ; ... it is not Philosophy, but, with Mind for 
its subject-matter, its scope cannot be less wdde than 
the scope of Philosophy.” Thus Psychology deals 
with the whole of human experience, and can only 
differentiate itself by the standpoint from which that 
experience is viewed, — in other words, by distinguish- 
ing its standpoint from that of physical science. Now 
the former emphasises exactly what the latter ignores, 
namely, presentation to an individual Subject with the 
facts involved therein and in ignoring these, the pres- 

^ See Ms article on Modern,^ Psychology/^. N.S*, No. 5. 

® See Psychology and Philosophy,” J/zW, voL viii. No. 29. 
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entationist ignores the only means of distinguishing 
the psychological and physical points of view. The 
physicist abstracts his subject-matter not only from 
presentation to an individual mind, but from all facts 
of attention and feeling which such perception entails. 
In certain cases these facts have to be taken into 
account, notably in astronomical observation, where 
elaborate methods have to be devised for correcting 
the errors that must arise from the personal, physical, 
and mental condition of the observer. But in general 
the physicist means by ^ fact ’ an actual or possible 
object of knowledge, not for any concrete individual, 
but for ^^an imaginary subject freed from all the limi- 
tations of actual subjects save that of depending on 
^ sensibility,’ ” that is, on sentience as elaborated by 
thought into perception, for the material which forms 
the starting-point, the ground or base, so to speak, 
of its cognitive operations. Thus the distinction of 
^mental phenomena’ dealt with by Psychology and 
material phenomena ’ dealt with by Physics, though 
doubtless popularly useful, is in the end thoroughly 
indefensible ; the same fact (the material of perception) 
is involved in both sciences, yet the terms ^ material ’ 
and ^ mental ’ imply the reverse ; the two sciences em- 
phasise exactly opposite sides of the fact, yet the term 
^phenomenon’ implies that the point of view is in 
each case the same. 

But, in fact, the presentational tendency, when thor- 
oughly carried out, does not leave Psychology as an 
independent science at all. The most advanced ex- 
ponents of the ^new’ Psychology do not leave their 
Vontdhmge7i floating in vacuo^ but attach them to the 
cerebral facts. Psychology, according to these writers, 
is to be a science of nervous :phenomena accompanied by 
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ccmsciousncss ; mental facts are left, as it were, shadows 
cast on vacanc}' — are left mere inert accompaniments 
of the material facts of nerve and brain, and these are 
explained by purely mechanical principles. Ks scien- 
tific method, we have seen that this is absurd; it is 
even more absurd when taken in its true character as 
a metaphysical hypothesis, — since whatever man is,, 
he is not a nervous machine with a useless appendage 
of consciousness attached to one portion of it. 

Flowever, the great obstacle in the way of Presenta- 
tionism is a psychological one. All forms of the theory 
find themselves embarrassed by the facts of feeling and 
activity ; especially since thought — more perverse and 
less pliable in this respect than language — can only 
with difficulty be forced to conceive of feeling and 
activity without seeking for a Subject or central source 
of these functions. Such activity as is recognised is 
refunded into the presentations ; as a recent waiter 
remarks with naivete, if other mental elements [than 
attention] are active, and attract and repel one. 
another, no distinction is gained for this by calling 
it active.’^ By such procedure, of course, conscious 
activity in the proper sense is ignored ; for the latter is 
single, one in kind, not consisting of many kinds of 
activity. The principle is, to explain the intensity of 
any presentation — where ‘ intensity ’ is understood in 
a very wide sense, signifying any kind of predomi- 
nance in consciousness — as a determinate function of 
its relations to other presentations of greater or less 
intensive magnitude. Presentationism always tends 
to be atomistic; the Vontelhmgcn are conceived as 
numerically distinct objects just to that extent wffiich 
is necessary in order that mental facts which are not 
VoYstdhmgm may be explained as due to interactions of 
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these; to this extent they are hypostatised as inde- 
pendent entities, existing on their own account. M. 
Ribot remarks triumphantly that in the ' new ’ Psychol- 
ogy the soul and its faculties, — the great entity and 
the little entities, — disappear''; but the ^"little en- 
tities " only disappear to reappear in another form, 
and, moreover, to increase and multiply ; every sensa- 
tion and idea is in effect a distinct faculty in the most 
objectionable sense of the word. 

§ 6. The prevalence of the presentational tendency 
in our own day may be accounted for in three ways : 
the great influence of the Herbartian Psychology in 
Germany ; the readiness with which the theory facili- 
tates the physiological interpretation of the facts of 
mind ; and finally, a radical difficulty^ besetting the 
opposite tendency — a difficulty concerning the mode of 
cognition of Self which is implied in self-consciousness, 
when self is regarded as more than the mere unity 
of the presentational content. Let us examine the 
bearing of these considerations on the method, or bias, 
which is under discussion. 

The theory of Herbart and his followers resolves 
attention and feeling interrelations between one pres- 
entation and another ; each presentation is conceived 
as a kind oi force, and each is capable of acting to a cer- 
tain extent independently of others. Thus wffien pres- 
entations co-operate and further each other, pleasure 
ensues ; when the opposite, pain. Now we cannot say 
that the presence of feeling is accounted for thus, unless 
there is something transcending existentially all the 
presentations and interested in their, interaction. This 
Herbart would not have denied ; he makes presenta- 
tions depend on the reaction, of the soul when disturbed 
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— he does not regard them as independent entities, but 
attaches them to the ^ Real ^ called the sould This 
ontological side of his Psychology is not well co-ordin- 
ated with the main body of his exposition, which deals 
with the processes of fusion, blending, and complication 
of presentations. Hence indirectly his work set going 
a movement or tendency in Psychology, -which ignores 
everything that cannot be resolved into relations among 
presentations, or made immediately to depend upon 
presentations as their mode or aspect. Presenta- 
tionism carries out this movement. No activity is 
allowed, other than the discrete presentations ; and, in 
accordance with the inevitable tendency of atomism 
to refer to the beginning of existence for principles of 
explanation, the relation of feeling to presentation in 
the sphere of sense is taken as typical of the relation 
throughout. Hence feeling is regarded as a mere 
^ aspect ' or tone ' of distinct presentations. Here the 
root - difficulty is this. This aspect or qiiale of pres- 
entation has the remarkable characteristic of being 
a measure of the worth of presentations relatively to 
one another, so that one may mean much more, practi- 
cally, for the whole consciousness than another.^ They 
can be no longer treated as discrete, since they are 
bound together in such a peculiar way that at time 
some distinguishable presentation or group may be 
antagonistically or congruently related, through the 
feeling aroused by it, to other groups, and that by this 

^ This statement needs expansion and qualification, but is sufficient for 
our present purpose. It must be remembered that we are here concerned 
only with the bearing of some initial assumptions of the Herbartian system 
on modern Presentationism. ’ The interest and value of the Herbartian 
Psychology could not easily be exaggerated. 

- Cf. wliat was said (§ 2) as. tq fhe unifying function of feeling within the 
general unity of consciousness. , 
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relation its intensity or dominance or distinctness is 
conditioned. A mere relation between different simul- 
taneous impressions cannot of itself produce a feeling 
and control the dominance of the presentations ; no 
presentation of itself could estimate its worth for the 
whole into which it enters ; such estimation is only 
possible because the presentations are bound together 
as elements of a single conscious life. Hence the 
question: What is this life which is constituted by 
presentations forming in one aspect a unique totality ? 
W e have no need to look far for the answer ; as it has 
been pregnantly stated, '‘The dynamic efficiency of 
ideas is entirely excited through the feeling-subject : 
. . . it is the subject which acts on its appreciation of 
the stimulus, and the emotional attitude of welcome or 
repulse is what is meant by feeling.” It is not in the 
least to be denied that pleasure and pain are intimately 
bound up with certain features of particular constituents 
in the course of sensations and ideas ; but we deny that 
on this account they can be regarded merely as a vari- 
able quality or aspect of such separate or particular 
presentational facts. Except in the sphere of organic 
sentience, they are attached to relations among a group 
of presentations, as Herbart and his followers clearly 
perceived ; and they involve a relation of their condi- 
tioning object to consciousness as a whole. Tim is 
what is meant by their ^ subjectivity They always 
appear as an alteration of our whole psychosis, in the 
direction of furthering or hindering, elevating or 
depressing, our mental life in its totality at the time. 

It must be observed that such terms as 'aspect' 
and 'tone ' are exceedingly ambiguous ; but they must 
at least signify that feeling is absolutely dependent 
upon the material of presentations, of which 
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it is a mere quality. This is all that I have taken 
these terms to imply : and the truth or error of this 
assumption is the most fundamental question in the 
Psycholog}^ of feeling-. It seems to me to be a most 
serious error/ which leads to a thorough misconception 
of the course of mental growth. 

Beyond the influences of the historical tendencies of 
thought which have been briefly indicated, Presenta- 
tionism is favoured by the fact that it reduces the 
functions of consciousness to a form in which they 
may be very readily ^ explained ’ from the point of view 
of the Physiology of brain and nerve. The part of 
Physiology which investigates the localisation of cere- 
bral processes corresponding to the various orders of 
intellection has proceeded with m.any fruitful results in 
the region of simple perception, of mental imagery, and 
of motion ; and it has every prospect of obtaining 
more. The results have suggested ’ the hypothesis, 
which I have no desire to criticise if it is not put 
forward as the ultimate truth, that for every distinguish- 
able change in the content of consciousness there is a 
corresponding change of cerebral activity. Since com- 
parative embryology shows us that the life-history of 
the individual is in some respects like an epitome of the 
life-history of the race, the doctrine of parallelism may 
be expressed in a more general form : differentiation of 
presentations is the psychical parallel of differentiation 
of nervous structure. Though by no means established 
beyond the possibility of doubt, this principle confirms 
itself by its suggestiveness. But the case is very 
different with regard to the inquiry into the condi- 
tions of physiological function which are the corporeal 

^ An able and persuasive exposHibh pf it.' will be found in Mr Marshall’s 
Pain, Pleasure, and Aisikeiu$. 
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counterparts of feeling and activity. Here, with con- 
flicting hypotheses and hopeless fragments of ambiguous 
evidence, we may say that confusion reigns ; of this,, 
the two recent works on Feeling — those of Lehmann 
and Marshall — afford sufficient evidence, though many 
more might be mentioned. I cannot see that any- 
thing is established beyond the truism that feeling 
varies somehow with the condition of the organism. 

This confusion is avoided, on the physiological side,, 
if we are able to refund all activity into the presenta- 
tions themselves, and to treat feeling either as a mere 
quality of each particular presentation, or as a kind of 
sensation wLich has lost its independence, through 
association with other sensations, so that it now ap- 
pears as their ^tone.’ Thus when we remember how 
ineradicable is the tendency to explain facts of a 
higher science by reference to those of a lower, it be- 
comes evident that presentationism, by relieving the 
difficulties of the physiological interpretation pf feel- 
ing and activity, must present itself in a favourable 
light to very many inquirers at the present day. 

§ 7. The third condition favouring presentationism 
arises out of some serious psychological difficulties 
which apparently stand in the way of the opposite view. 

Those psychologists who recognise that the facts of 
presentation presuppose a Subject of consciousness, 
regard self-consciousness as the central fact in the 
human mind. On the other hand, we have to re- 
cognise that self-consciouspess has a psychological 
history; in the primitive consciousness, where dis- 
crimination is at a minimum, we cannot suppose that 
it is present at all ; and in certain pathological states 
of mind, it is entirely absent, or is split up into two or 
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more self-consciousnesses. Further, the whole of self- 
consciousness is an intellectual process, a mode of 
knowledge; it belongs to the presentational side of 
consciousness. Whatever more than knowledge there 
is in mind, the knowledge of it must consist in pres- 
entations. The super - presentational constituent of 
coiiscioiisriess is supposed to be distinguished and 
characterised psychologically by the method of intro- 
spective analysis ; but how can we speak of anal}- sis in 
mind, or of introspection, save as directed upon a given 
Content — e.g., a complex of presentations ? This sug- 
gests that whatever we are able to distinguish by 
analysis in consciousness, must be either itself a pres- 
entational content or a mere qimle of the latter; the 
very nature of ^ introspection/ self-observation or self- 
knowledge, as ordinarily conceived, seems to point 
directly to such a conclusion. Hence the attractive- 
ness of the quale theory of feeling, which Mr H. R. 
Marshall has expounded and defended in his work on 
Fain, Pleasure, and Msthetics, — that pleasure and pain 
are ‘^qualities of a very general nature, w^hich may, 
under proper conditions, belong to any content,” that 
they are not to be looked upon as the outcome of any 
special and peculiar psychosis, that the}.^ are not sui 
generis among psychic phenomena, that they are grasped 
mentally very much as other qualities of a general 
nature are grasped ” ; in other words, we recognise 
that a content has pleasure-pain quality, much as we 
recognise that a content has intensity; in one and 
the same general manner . all qualities in our psychic 
stream gain recognition. , N reader of this able work 
can fail to feel the force of its general contention, 
whatever he may think; of the special arguments by 
which the author supports it.' The view to which I 
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am led, and which will be developed later on, empha- 
sises the fact that all constituents of our ‘'psychic 
stream gain recognition in one and the same 
general manner’’; but this manner is not that of 
inspection as by an inne^^ eye, but that of a develop- 
ment of the nature of knowledge in the proper sense, 
by which we become aware of ourselves as Subjects 
whose functions are not exhausted in cognitive reflec- 
tion on reality around us. Hence we are aware that 
feeling and will are not mere qualities of the presenta- 
tional content which becomes the vehicle of objective 
knowledge. 

We may state the difficulty in another way when 
we consider not the supposed nature of the intro- 
spective process as such, but the functions themselves, 
other than presentational contents, which are known 
by it. If there is in consciousness an ^ other’ or a 
' more ’ than knowledge — to borrow one of Mr Bradley’s 
expressions — then it seems impossible that we could 
ever come to know it, just because it is more, is 
not cognitive ; if it were cognitive, it would fall back 
to the level of presentation. It may be worth while 
to give a symbolic illustration. Let us denote the 
cognitive elements in mind by f {a, b, c), and the ele- 
ments of feeling and conation — which for our present 
purpose need not be distinguished; — by a/3y. Then 
all cognition belongs to f {a, b, o ) ; but consciousness 
consists of f {a, b, c) •+ a^y; now a^y is not 
cognitive of itself or of anything else, — how then can 
cognition of it enter into f {a, 6, c) ? But suppose 
a^y is cognitive ; bj^ hypothesis it cannot be merely 
so, — it must be more; call it, then, f o') + a'^'y^ 
where a'^'y* represents the ^ more ’ ; . how can cogni- 
tion of ,, the latter element enter into the former? 
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There is thus no evading the difficulty by retreat, in 
this way ; it follows us, shadow-like, for ever. I need 
hardly say that the sign of addition, as here used, 
does not imply that feeling is conceived as a mere 
mechanical or external addition to the material of 
presentation ; we must recognise that in actual con- 
scious life feeling, activity, and intellection are insep- 
arably combined. But we must also recognise that 
the functions of feeling and activity are wholly dis- 
tinguishable, in our thought, from those of the in- 
tellect; and if they are, they cannot be cognitive. 
Intellection is not cognitive without them, — we have 
no reason to suppose that intellectual processes would 
be possible w-ithout them ; but this does not remove 
the difficulty. Before going further it is necessary to 
guard against a serious misunderstanding to which, 
as experience has shown, our position is exposed. In 
insisting on the almost generic distinction between 
the selective or feeling-directed activity and intellec- 
tion as constituents of consciousness, and on the 
fact that all knowledge of the former belongs to the 
side of intellection as such, I certainly do not imply 
that the selective activity is only known through its 
presentational accompaniments, or that we only know 
about it through its effects on the course of ideas. 
From such a view common-sense instinctively recoils ; 
it would readily adopt Mr Marshall’s position in pref- 
erence to such an extravagant paradox, and w^ould 
insist that we are immediately conscious of” feeling 
and will, and its recoil seems thoroughly justified. 
For how could we even conceive or think about 
feeling and will without some basis of . direct ex- 
perience to account for;, the , conception ? In Mr 
Marshall’s words, How are we able to bring the 
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matter of pleasure and pain under intellectual analysis 
at allj if they are grasped by us in a manner so 
entirely apart from knowing?’’^ If our knowledge 
were only indirect, inferential, or mediate, how could 
we possibly know what functions to assume in order 
to account for the subjectively initiated changes in 
the presentational field ? How could we postulate 
a feeling - initiated activity to explain the selective 
process which is essential to the development of in- 
tellect, unless the postulated function were an actual 
explicit constituent factor of the Light of Conscious- 
ness itself? If we had not some kind of direct im- 
mediate hold upon the selective activity of mind, 
it is impossible that we could ever know it even 
indirectly or mediately.^ 

The unreflective spontaneous view, to which I have 
referred, is no solution of the problem, but is itself 
the question to be interpreted. The judgment of 
common - sense, that we are immediately conscious 
of feeling and will, only states the problem over 
again, as is usual in all such cases. However, it 
serves to bring out the two sides of the fact that 
we seek to explain, though it is not able to reconcile 
them. It is unquestionable that feeling and activity 
are known about (we cannot get rid of the preposition, 
wdth its implication of relation or reference ) : this know- 
ledge belongs entirely to the presentational side, and, 
as Dr Ward has it, "Hiowever far extended, it advances 
only by discernment of new relations/’ Again, it is 

^ Op, cit,^ p. 40. 

- Similarly it follows that if the existence of the Self, Subject, or Ego is 
only a matter of inference, its character is, left (by this inferential know- 
ledge) quite problematical: it may be the Spinozan the 

Leibnitian Monad^ the Herbartian Real^ or the Hegelian Weltgcist, 
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unquestionable that feeling and activity are facts in 
consciousness, as we have seen; in this sense we 
may say that we immediately experience or go 
through or Hue a life of feeling and activity in rela- 
tion to the presentational content, — that its relation 
to this content is a matter of unmediated experience. 
These two conditions, inseparable in the actual con- 
crete mental state, together constitute what is called 
^consciousness of’ feeling or will. It will now be 
evident that our problem is simply that of the real 
nature of the so-called ^ introspective ’ process of self- 
observation; and this, as we shall see, is not to be 
separated from the question of the real nature of 
self-consciousness as a mode of cognition. This is 
a difEcult epistemological inquiry with far-reaching 
consequences, which must be treated independently. 

§ 8. It is worth while, in conclusion, to notice certain 
psychological aspects of self-consciousness. 

It is most important to remember that in dealing 
with our "subjective’ knowledge, — in other words, our 
awareness that we know certain things about objective 
reality, and that the growth of this knowledge at every 
stage conditions and is conditioned by a selective or 
feeling- initiated activity, — -we have not to account for 
the possibility of the psychologist’s scientific general- 
isations about this ever present yet ever fugitive ele- 
ment of our mental life; we have not to account for 
the psychologist’s general knowledge about feeling-in- 
general or activity-in-general — not for his knowledge 
of a typical mind — but for the prior knowledge on 
which his is based and which he extends and makes 
systematic: that is, for my knowledge of my domi- 
nant modes of activity and feeling as conditioning and 
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conditioned by my intellectual statesj^ — for your know- 
ledge of yours. We have not to deal with any abstrac- 
tions, but with the concrete individuaFs knowledge of 
his own concrete mental life. Now, in every case, 
what is this knowledge but content of the idea of 
Self? In short, as we have said, the nature of ^ intro- 
spection ' and the nature of self-consciousness are one 
and the same problem : to explain the one is to explain 
the other. This brings us to the question of the his- 
tory of self-consciousness, to which allusion was made 
above. 

We are first met by the distinction of a ^pure’ and 
an ^ empirical ’ ego, which is sometimes put forward as 
though it possessed great significance. It may be said, 

In speaking of the content of the idea of Self, which 
self do you mean — the pure or the empirical ? 
To this we must in the first place reply that since 
are dealing with the actual knowledge which is realised 
in concrete human spirits — since, in a word, we are 
dealing with realities — the notion of a ^ pure ^ or ^tran- 
scendental ’ self is wholly inapplicable, for, as we shall 
see, it has no real significance whatever. It is surely 
most unfortunate that this idea of a ‘ transcendental ’ 
self should have been introduced into psychology at 
all. The mischievous effects which result from its in- 
troduction are not in the least obviated by the denial 
that Psychology as a science is in any way concerned 
with the meaning and validity of such a conception ; 
for this of course is implicitly to assume the validity of 
the distinction, of ^ pure ’ and ^empirical,’ and on this 
basis to exclude from consideration the former of the 
two antithetic terms. The scientific psychologist may 
exclaim wdth emphasis that he is not concerned with 
the ^spiritual substance* assumed by the ^metaphy- 
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siciaii’ — that his business is only to investigate the 
" phenomena/ the empirical facts of mind ; but this 
very declaration suggests that he sides with the ^ meta- 
physician ' in the baseless assumption of the separation 
of the substance or noumenon from its phenomena-^ so that 
we can know the ‘ phenomenon ’ to any extent without 
being any wiser as to the ' noumenon/ The so-called 
‘'pure' ego, the general schema or form of conscious- 
ness, is a logical abstraction, and is analogous to the 
abstraction of a motion-in-general which has no par- 
ticular direction or velocity. The notion inevitably 
tends to become that of a purely formal existence — in 
other words, one that has no necessary connection 
with the material with which it is supposed to deal 
and the results which it is supposed to produce. The 
real Self is that which is known and realised or lived in 
and through the actual threefold process of conscious 
life. It is essentially manifested in this its content ; 
its individual existence consists in gradually organising 
itself in certain explicit, definite forms. If, then, in 
Psychology and Metaphysics, we reject the notion of 
a transcendental ego altogether, the notion of an 
empirical ego must go along with it, for the one is 
only conceived in antithesis to the other: both are a 
result of the same misconception. 

I do not imply that the conception of a pure ego is 
an entirely motiveless abstraction ; it is a necessary 
one for the theory of knowledge. Knowledge is only 
realised through individual thinking minds, hence self- 
consciousness (as individual or finite) is one of its nec- 
essary conditions. But Epistemology necessarily deals 
with knowledge as such m abstractor without reference 
to any individual thinker ; hence the real unity of 
an actual self-conscious mind becomes, for the pure 



OF CONSCIOUSNESS. 


' 2 ; 2'7 ■ 

theory of knowledge, the foi^mal unity of an abstract 
self7- 

On the general question of the validit};^ of the idea of 
Self as Subject, we may say with Sigwart: ‘"'No one 
can seriously think that there is a stream of im» 
personal thought connecting the particular events of 
seeing, hearing, feeling, and their memory-images, and 
incessantly, at every moment, creating the illusory 
thought of a Subject to which these events are re- 
ferred ; and that connected with this there is the 
further impersonal event, by which is thought the 
identity of this Subject throughout the successive 
moments, but which in truth only produces a phantom 
for thought which has no subject.” ^ But apart from 
such considerations, the alleged history of selfrcon- 
sciousness is not free from ambiguity. As soon as we 
realise clearly what self-consciousness is and means, it 
must surely be evident that all which is possible for 
Psychology — and even this task is one of great diffi- 
culty — is to trace the expansion and growing inward- 
ness of the Content of the idea of self, as distinguished 
from its Meaning. I have been using the word Con- 
tent in a more general sense hitherto ; but here it is 
used in the stricter logical sense in which it is cor- 
relative with Meaning, and though inseparable from 
Meaning, yet may be distinguished from it. To speak 
of the meaning of an idea (conception) implies that the 
idea has been constituted a detail of knowledge by 
Judgment; the meaning is the process of reference by 
Avhich the idea becomes a portion of our knowledge 
of objective or subjective reality. The content is the 

^ This point has been thoroughly explained by Professor Seth in his 
Hegelia7im}i ami Fe7'sonaUty^ cihu h 

^ Logic ^ Eng. Tr., vol. ii. p. 1 39 . 
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idea in itself, — the intelligible or conceptual mental 
facts which are thus referred beyond their factual 
sphere. Now we can make out the various stages of 
the Content of the idea of Self, from its first appear- 
ance as a body-complex ’ up to the idea of the unit\* 
and continuity of a personal life of feeling, knowledge, 
action ; but we have to assume the meaning throughout, 
not explain it. I know of no sense of the word ^ ex- 
plain ’ which is at all applicable to the case. The very 
first stage in its history must have been the discrimin- 
ation — however vague — of the general contents of the 
conscious field from certain elements therein, to which 
the rest are referred as being their common cenire. This 
is the meaning. In its highest form self-consciousness 
means no more than this, — the reference of a manifold 
which is continually changing to a common centre 
'which is relatively permanent ; but the content of the 
''centre’ is very different in the two cases. In its 
highest form the content represents certain present 
experiences — mingling knowledges, feelings, desires, re- 
solves — in relation to the idea of past dominant modes 
of thought and courses of action and feeling, wdiich have 
progressively organised themselves, and of which the 
present states in their prominent moods and directions 
are the outcome. These ideas may very imperfectl}’ 
represent the facts to which they refer — each of us 
probably has a very imperfect acquaintance with his 
own character as an individual, and far more imper- 
fect apprehension of the deeper currents and the vital 
sources and hidden roots of his life ; but this is only to 
say that self-consciousness, has degrees of truth. Let 
us once more state our , eonclusion : there is in the life 
of intellect an immanent tendency to transcend itself — 
in other w^ords, to result in knowledge ; and the prob- 
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lem of accounting for our psychological knowledge of 
our intellectual and volitional activities and states of 
feeling as ours^ is really the problem of accounting for 
the self»transcendence of intellect, on the subjective 
side- — of accounting in the subjective direction for a 
characteristic which is fundamental and essential in 
all knowledge, subjective or objective. 

We have said that the reference of the many dis- 
tinguishable states to a common centre implies not 
only a unity of the present contents of consciousness 
— this unity is given, as a matter of experience; it 
implies also a continuity of present and past contents. 
This is indicated most strikingly in the facts of self- 
conscious memory, when we recognise an event as 
being past and as belonging to our past. ^ I remember 
abc^ means that I, — the self-same I that now thinks, 
feels, acts, in the past thought, felt, or did abc. The 
case may be made clearer by a typical example. At 
the present moment, when intent on what is going on 
before me, the presentations of which, complex and 
vivid, may be symbolised ^ as f (A, B, C, D, . . . ) + 
(a, &, c, . . . ) + (a, , some tran- 

sient suggestion among these reminds me that more 
than twenty years ago, in early childhood, I was very 
much frightened under certain circumstances, of which 
a faint image, ^ {x,y,z)^ enters consciousness. In the 
interval my body has lost its identity ; and I may not 
have thought of the event for months and even years, 
yet the most primary and certain fact of all is that I, 
who am now the Subject of f (A, B, C, D, . . . ), &c., 
was in the past the Subject of the experience now 

^ The mingled vagueness and definiteness of presentation, and the min- 
gling of the heterogeneous presentations, seem , fittingly indicated by this 
‘ functional notation. 
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appearing as (p {x, y, z)^ so that (p {x, y, z) represents 
my past. The natural conclusion is, that an un- 
broken continuity of existence between the present 
self and the past is proved to demonstration; not 
that the present self is identical with the past in 
any abstract sense, but that there has been from 
the past a coniinitous process of germination of 
mental capacity, assimilation of experience, and self- 
organisation,^ 

The constant, normal interruptions of consciousness 
during sleep, and the occasional abnormal interrup- 
tions, due to physical or mental shock or the applica- 
tion of drugs or gases, are no real obstacle to the view 
which finds the real self essentially manifested in the 
concrete contents of consciousness. For across the 
interval there is not merely a qualitative resemblance; 
my experience of to-day does not merely bear the same 
kind of general resemblance to my experience of yester- 
day as my experience of to-day does to yours. There 
is a special kind of relation here, evinced in, the fact 
that my present is not only affected by my past, but is 
affected by it in a unique manner. My past experi- 
ences have left behind psychical dispositions which 
partially determine the character of my present con- 
sciousness, and which are of such a nature that the}?' 
cause in my present consciousness an explicit reference 
back to my past. This connection is the ultimate 
ground and meaning of, personal continuity and iden- 
tity, and of memory. For memory, in its developed 
form, means that a present idea of mine (i) bears a 
time-reference to a past which (2) is my past. To deal 
psychologically with this personal time-reference is, 

i The logical difficulties to which this view is supposed to give rise have 
been dealt with in chap. lii. 



OF CONSCIOUSNESS. 231 

truly, a very complex and difficult problem ; but the 
fact would be not only hard to explain, it would be 
altogether inexplicable and miraculous, if the appar- 
ently discontinuous portions of consciousness were 
really and verily what Mr Bradley calls them, divided 
existences^' ^ 

The occurrence of the personal time-reference, in 
connection with representations, seems further to ren- 
der evident the futility of all attempts to substitute for 
the notion of a ps3?'chical disposition or tendency (left 
behind by past experience) the notion of a physio- 
logical retention of molecular motions in the brain ; 
founding mental continuity on the continuity of cere- 
bral processes. We have in memory {a) the explicit 
distinction of the present from the past, and (6) the 
explicit reference of a presented content to onr past, or 
to a past wuth which ours was in relation. These pro- 
cesses are altogether different from the mere survival 
of past changes, which is all that physiological reten- 
tion implies. When considering the gaps in conscious- 
ness, of which I have been speaking, we must remember 
that it is the merest dogmatic assumption to regard the 
discontinuity as absolute. An absolute break in a per- 
sonal consciousness ex vi terminorim could never be 
known by that consciousness, for if it were thus known, 
it would not be an absolute break. At most it could 
only be by an outside observer. We have no 

evidence that there is such a state as perfectly ‘ dream- 
less ’ sleep, or that in any accidental state of so-called 

^ Mr Bradley’s chapter on the Self, in his Appearance and Ideality, is an 
able and thorough attack upon the notion of personal identity ; but in the 
end he admits that ^^somelmu an identical self is real.’’ The hopeless em- 
phasis that has to be laid on tlie * somehow ’ arises from what seems to me 
to be an erroneous view of the nature and demands of Intellect. 



23:2^: 


THE GENERAL NATURE 


^ unconsciousness ’ the mind is a perfect blank. Fleet- 
ing and faint presentations may be constantly occurring 
to consciousness, and on waking be forgotten beyond 
recall. We need not even suppose that discrimdnation 
entirely ceases ; but if it does, and nothing remains but 
an ^ anoetic ' state of merely felt differences, then the 
absence of memory on waking is easily explained. 
There is another point deserving of consideration, 
though it is so ridiculously obvious that its import 
is generally overlooked : we are conscious, after any 
such interruption, that there has been an interval — a 
distinct interval of time for which memory sup- 
plies no contents. This suggests that all modes 
of consciousness could not have been entirely in 
abeyance. What is discontinuous is distinct con- 
sciousness; but before assuming that consciousness 
entirely ceases we must be sure of the limits of 
mental life within which the term ^consciousness’ is 
applicable. 

The same connection between present and past 
which is evinced in memory, also renders it possible 
that the conscious life should gradually organise itself, 
in reaction upon its social and physical environment, 
into a relatively permanent and stable Character. This 
does not mean only part of the man, — a mere tendency 
to act in this way or that in outward conduct : man is 
not merely a ^Svalking bundle of habits.” Character 
is the whole individuality, in which certain broad fea- 
tures remain the same, constituting what we should 
call a finite personality. This, as we have seen reason 
for maintaining, is partly (with more or less of truth) 
represented in the content of the idea of Self as it is for 
each individual. The diseases of personality, — cases 
of mania, the strange pelves of hypnotism,” and 
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similar pathological states of mind on which Mr 
Bradley dwells/ seem to me to have no bearing on the 
view of finite self-consciousness here defended, simply 
because they are what M. Ribot called them — des 
maladies de la penomialiiL We cannot say whether a 
mind reduced to such a state has any personality or 
character at all, or is a self in any sense ; but when- 
ever we actually find self-consciousness realised in the 
normal individual, its characteristics are as we have 
stated them. How the possibility of diseased and 
abnormal selves proves that it is an illusion to regard 
the normal concrete self as a continuous self-determin- 
ing growth, I confess I cannot see. Take the case of 
knowledge; in these pathological states the rational 
power is disorganised, more or less, as it is in ordinary 
insanit}^; does it therefore follow that the idea of a 
systematic, coherent, or rational knowledge is illusory ? 
Indeed we may maintain the general proposition, that 
until the normal^ in every case of scientific inquiry, is 
itself understood, the abnormal can throw no light on 
it : for the abnormal is simply the exceptional. There 
may be cases of disorganised selves, but these can tell 
us nothing about the nature or destiny of the self which 
is not disorganised. It would seem that there is only 
one argument possible to those who are bent on proving 
that the idea of a real individuality of selfhood is an 
illusion : to maintain that everything characteristic of 
concrete individuality is dependent on physiological 
and physical conditions, and that the diseases of person- 
ality afford the best illustrations of this ‘ fact.’ This 
is a large question, which has to be contested and 
discussed not merely by mad-doctors, but at every stage 
through the whole region of psychological inquiry, 

^ Loc, dt* 
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where reference to normal facts must bear the largest 
part. 

I venture to suggest that the lunatic asylum, the 
mad“house, the ' spiritualistic ’ dance, and the like, are 
not the best laboratories for studying human nature, 
even psychologically. 
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APPENDIX, 

SOME PROBLEMS IN THE PSYCHOLOGY OF FEELING. 

Hitherto I have been using the term Feeling in a special 
sense, as indicated in § 2 above. This is the sense in which 
the term is used by Ward, Wundt, Sully, Lehmann, and 
Hoffding. In this sense, feeling is not a fact of a class; 
we cannot prefix the definite or indefinite ^article’ when 
employing the word, speaking of a feeling or the feelings. It 
is simply the most general designation for the constituent of 
mental life to which it refers. Hence about feeling in general 
there is hardly more to be said than has been said in the 
preceding chapter (§§ 2, 5, 6). If, \vith Dr Ward and Mr 
Stout, we think it possible to formulate a general theory ^ of 
the psychological conditions of pleasure and of pain (as dis- 
tinct from their general physiological conditions, and from 
the conditions of particular classes of pleasures and pains), 
then of course its discussion would properly, if not con- 
veniently, come under the general analysis of mental function. 
On the other hand, when we descend into particulars we shall 
be speaking not of feeling but of a feeling or of feelings ; 
we shall be speaking of pleasures and pains in relation to the 
psychologically objective facts which condition them. This, 
as we have pointed out, is the use of the term in ordinary 
language. 

§ I. We must first take note of two prevalent tendencies 
among psychological writers with regard to terminology. One 
of these is to use the term feeling in a certain sense unsanc- 
tioned by common usage and never , clearly defined by the 
authors who avail themselves of it : it seems, however, in- 
tended to denote something fundamental in conscious life, 

^ See Stout, op, cit,^ bk, ii. ch. xiL;;. and the relative portion of Dr 
Ward’s article Psychology, , , 
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This tendency is seen in the works of Spencer and Hodgsoiis 
and — among more recent wTiters — Professor James. With 
regard to Spencer’s usage of the term, it is sometimes inferred 
that he intended to exclude from its signification the properly 
intellectual elements, since he makes consciousness consist of 
complexes of feelings and relatmts among feelings ” ; but 
we find him saying, a relation proves to be itself a kind of 
feeling — the momentary feeling accompanying the transition 
from one conspicuous feeling to another.” ^ Professor James’s 
use of the word is just as vague. Indeed these writers may 
be considered to adopt and defend the principle of using 
the same na77ie for everything m turn. In this respect their 
procedure is to me a matter for respectfully distant admiration 
rather than for imitation. The case is different with Mr 
Bradley’s employment of the term in question. We have 
already seen reason for following Mr Bradley and ISIr Stout 
in laying great stress on the distinction of the noetic con- 
sciousness, in which discrimination of facts and relations 
takes place, and the anoetic, in which there is no such 
distinct discrimination. It is then merely a matter of con- 
venience whether we call the anoetic consciousness ‘ sentience ’ 
or call it * feeling.’ I prefer the former term ; and, with Dr 
Ward, reserve the latter to denote pleasure and pain only. 

The other tendency to which I referred appears in an 
objection on the part of certain writers — who do not deny 
the threefold analysis of mind — to the identification of feeling 
in its general sense with pleasure and pain : I may refer to 
the relative observations of Baldwin and Ladd. It is implied 
that, though the state of feeling can be distinguished from its 
accompanying presentation, pleasure-pain is not the whole of 
the former. This is not so much insisted on in the case of 
the corporeal as in that of the ‘ higher ’ feelings, particularly 
the emotions. To account for this objection, we must re- 
member that the terms ^ pleasure,’ ^ pain, ^ have an ineradicable 
reference to feelings connected with bodily states, so that to 
speak of the emotions as “ phenomena of pleasure and pain ” 
may seem unjustifiably to obliterate certain necessary psycho- 

^ Psychology, § 65. - , 

“ This is quite apart from the question of the existence of a neutral 
feeling. . • 
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logical distinctions of quality and complexity ; such expres- 
sions, too, seem to suggest a theory like that of Spencer, who 
attempts to derive all forms of higher feeling from complexes 
of revived physical pleasures and pains. The dispute may 
easily become merely a question of words. The theory here 
defended maintains that in any of the higher feelings, — in any 
Emotion, for example, — there are the following factors : (a) 
the bodily ‘ expression,^ — including in this term all the organic 
changes which accompany the emotion, both internal and 
external (muscular movements of limb and feature); (/;) the 
presentative and representative complex which arouses the 
emotion, — including the modes of sentience, of presentation, 
and representation, which accompany and depend on the 
bodily ^ expression ^ ; (/) the purely active and affective ele- 
ments. The affective element may properly be described as 
a case of feeling in the sense of pleasure or pain of some 
degree, duration, and breadth. Pleasure and pain are ab- 
stracted from all reference to presentational objects of any 
kind or quality; consequently they can bear no misleading 
reference to merely bodily conditions when, as here, they are 
referred to feelings aroused by ideas. 

From another point of view objection may be brought 
to the conception of feeling as always either pleasant or 
unpleasant : by those who maintain that there is a 

third species of feeling, — ‘ neutral excitement,’ as Pro- 
fessor Bain would call it. Thus, Professor James observes : 
‘‘There are infinite shades and tones in the various emo- 
tional excitements, which are as distinct as sensations 
of colour are, and of which one is quite at a loss to 
predicate either pleasurable or painful quality.” ^ Now^ the 
very possibility of raising this question — which is a purely 
theoretic one — implies that there actually are feelings which 
are practically or comparatwely indifferent ; the only ques- 
tion can be, as to the theoretic account that we are to give 
of them. Hoffding observes : “To suppose that pleasure 
must always have pain as a background would be to mis- 

^ Psychological Review, No. 5, p, 525. Cf. discussion in Mmd, vol xiii. 
(Professor Sully, Mr W. E. Johnson, and Miss Mason). In this paragraph 
I owe certain observations to an unpublished communication from Dr 
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understand the law of relativity ; it is most impressive when 
it follows upon pain, but it may also perfectly well have as 
background a weaker feeling of pleasure. . . . It is in itself 
a meaningless employment of terms to call a pleasure or pain 
negative ; all feeling as such is a real, consequently a positive, 
state. . . . The feeling that is mainly determined by contrast 
with another feeling is not on that account less real and 
positive.'’ ^ Without disputing the ^ law of relativit}^,’ so under- 
stood, we must dispute an application of it which Hoffding 
proceeds to make. has been thought that there is a 

neutral point, denoting indifference, a point at which neither 
pleasure nor pain is felt. ... A purely theoretical treatment 
might, indeed, lead to the view that, in the line which leads 
from the highest pleasure to the strongest pain, there must 
be a central point equally far from both extremes. But this 
theoretical centre cannot be the expression of a real conscious- 
state. For if we reach it from the side of pain, it will be 
felt as pleasure: if from the side of pleasure, as pain — and 
until an accommodation has been effected, as both. This 
is a simple consequence of the law of relativity.” ^ This 
reasoning is only sound on the supposition that the point 
of indifference is something objectivdy fixed \ but no such 
assumption can be made as to the neutral point. If pleasure 
or pain can diminish indefinitely and continuously (in degree), 
a zero must be reached ; and if from the zero pain or pleasure 
can begin and increase, this is all that such a conception 
of the point of indifference ' requires. A pleasure which is 
decreasing does not turn into a pain simply in virtue of its 
decrease, as Hbffding seems to impty. It thus becomes, 
something of an elegant refinement to decide whether plea- 
sures and pains, which are of. indefinitely small intensity, 
shall be called ‘ neutral ^ or not. The cases of ‘ surprise ’’ 
and 'excitement,’ on which Professor Bain dwells, are 
primarily active states. There may be active occupation 
' with little corresponding feeling, for intensity of feeling 
may diminish more rapidly than intensity of action or 
concentration. 

I think those psychologists are right who claim to be able to 
detect in the so-called neutral state at the least a faint general 
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colouring of satisfaction or dissatisfaction, or — which is more 
common — an oscillation between the two, 

§ 2. When we understand that feeling is a psychological 
abstraction, it is seen to be useless to ask whether distinctions 
of quality can be made in it. It is only realised as a feeling ,* 
and this may differ in quality from other feelings through 
its necessary connection with its object and the modes of 
bodily or organic sentience which accompany it. Thus in 
enumerating and discussing the differences of quality in feel- 
ing, we shall be really discussing the relation of feeling to 
presentation (in the wide sense). As a preliminary, we can 
effect a rough-and-ready classification of feelings, for the con- 
venience of future observations. 

(i.) The extensive organic feelings or ‘somatic conscious- 
ness,’ corresponding to the, general course of the vital functions 
(especially respiration and the assimilation of nutrition), and 
to the rise and fall of organic needs. They are very diffused 
in character and not definitely localised ; they approximate 
to a continuum.^ Now one aspect, now another, of the con- 
tinuum obtrudes upon our notice ; these aspects vary as 
comfort or discomfort, but rise into prominence chiefly as 
pains. In this class we may include the feelings attached 
to the functioning of particular organs — especially eye, ear, 
and brain. Such are in immediate connection with the vital 
feeling, for the condition of the vital functions immediately 
affects these organs. 

(ii.) The feelings which accompany nniscidar strain of every 
kind and degree. These rise out of the vital feeling ; they 
are indeed merged in it, when the movement is essential 
to life— in the case of circulation and respiration. They 
are more distinct from the vital feeling when the movements 
are less immediately necessary to the continuance of life,— 
as in the case of moving the eyes, vocal organs, limbs, and 
head. But the general organic feeling exists as a background 
in which they may merge when very intense. 

(liL) The cutaneous feelings of pressure (‘touch’ in its 

^ This is what we should expect, if organic life is not a mere aggregate 
of motions but is the unity and systematic direction of a complex of 

, processes. ' - ■' ■ ' 
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varying degrees) and temperature ; these are more or less 
definitely localised on the surface of the bodily frame. They 
are still more differentiated (than the muscular feelings) from 
the vital feeling ; but it is still their background. 

(iv.) Feelings incident to taste and smell. The analysis of 
these is a matter of great difficulty, and is one of the most 
pressing problems for the rising Physiological Psychology. It 
will be impossible for me to refer to them more fully here, 
with any profit. 

(v.) Feelings dependent on simple or complex perceptions 
of sight and sound, — including what have been called, by 
Wundt, for example, the ‘ lower ’ sesthetic feelings, /.<?., those 
determined by the fo7n7i of a primary presentation. In passing 
into this class we have come within the range of noetic 
consciousness \ from the feeling we can introspectively dis- 
tinguish its object, and the object involves some simple or 
complex discrimination of tenns in relation to one another. 

The feelings embraced in classes (i.) to (iv.) may be called 
physiological^ since without exception they correspond to and 
depend on functional processes in the organism. I have 
remarked on the uncertainty which exists as to the precise 
iatos of this variation, which are constantly being investigated. 
The inveterate tendency to regard the organism as a mere 
aggregate rather than as a unity of systematically graded pro- 
cesses — a hierarchy of processes, if the metaphor is permissible 
— is probably the explanation of the confusion and conflict 
which obtain in this department of inquiry. In another 
respect the conception of the unity of the organism, to 
which I have so often had occasion to refer, throws some 
light on these feelings. W'e should naturally expect that such 
physiological feelings as those mentioned under classes (ii.), 
(iii.), and (iv.) would appear progressively to ^rise out of or 
differentiate themselves from the general vital feeling. Some 
functions are more intimately instrumental or organic to 
physical life as a whole than others; hence the feelings 
attending the latter are naturally more differentiated from the 
general vital feeling than those attending the former. But 
since every function is' in some degree instrumental to life, 
every such feeling is not eompietely differentiated from the 
vital feeling but seems to have it, background. 
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(vi.) Next must be indicated the vast range of feelings 
aroused by complete perceptions, free ideas, and complica- 
tions of these. Herein we shall only be able to speak of the 
typical emotions as a class : such are joy, sorrow, dread, relief, 
love, fear, anger, surprise. 

(vii.) The following should strictly be included under (vi.), 
but their supreme importance demands their separation, {a) 
The ethical feeling, arising out of a past or a contemplated 
mode of conduct : {b) the higher aesthetic feelings, arising 
from a primary presentation (complex perception) integrated 
with its suggested representations ; arising also from a repre- 
sentation w'hich is to be embodied in an art product : {c) the 
intellectual feelings, arising from consistency and system at- 
tained among particular knowledges or intellectual construc- 
tions ; arising also from the representation of a unifying 
consistency greater than any yet attained. 

Before going further we must notice a valuable distinction 
due to the Herbartians, between ‘ material ^ and ^ formal ' 
feelings. The former are defined as feelings due to the 
special character of some particular presentation ; the latter, 
as due to the relations of distinguishable presentations to one 
another. This distinction we must adopt, in a slightly changed 
significance. Let us denote as material feelings those whose 
psychological objects approximate to being modes of anoetic 
consciousness,^ and therefore are not distinguishable by intro- 
spection j and as formal feelings, those whose objects involve 
explicit noetic consciousness of terms in relation to one another. 
It is then seen that all the feelings which I have described as 
^ physiological ^ are material feelings ; all coming under the 
remaining classes (v., vi., vii.), are formal. 

§ 3. Let us see what can be positively said about the 
material feelings. It is very little. 

It was pointed out above that the feelings afforded by 
impressions of sight and sound are accompanied by an escort 
of organic feelings, which are very faint if the organ is func- 
tionally efficient. In general they are so faint that we neglect 
them in comparison with the perception and the feelings and 

^ Localisation is the most distinct * noetic^ element in the consciousness 
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interests dependent on it. But it is most important that they 
should be distinguished ; and in certain cases we cannot ignore 
them even practically. Suppose the organ — through over-use 
or from some constitutional reason — is in a strained or 
unhealthy condition ; then we are aware on the one hand of 
the feelings accompanying the working of the organ, and on 
the other of the feeling dependent on the perceptio7i as such. 
Thus I may be pleased with a colour or form, while when 
looking at it I experience some feeling of discomfort in con- 
nection with my organs of sight. If we further suppose the 
organ to be structurally injured, — if, to take the instance which 
most readily occurs, we suppose the external stimulus is so 
intense as to have this effect,^ — then the physiological feelings 
may be so intense as to draw to themselves the whole energy 
of consciousness in the effort physically to get rid of the 
stimulus, and the formal feelings may disappear altogether. 

The most obvious and striking fact about all our material 
feelings is that they have no conscious object in the sense in 
which formal feelings have it They are so closely bound up 
with the underlying presentational element that the qualitative 
differences which we must assign to the latter seem at first 
sight as if they could plausibly be explained by differences and 
oscillations in the intensity, breadth, and duration of the 
feeling itself. This is especially the case with the vital feelings. 
The case is excellently stated by Sully : ‘‘Feeling in its lower 
forms does not seem to follow or to depend on presentative 
elements. The phase arising out of organic sensation 
is distinctly one of feeling. ... It is this fact which gives 
support to those who regard bodily feelings as prior to 
intellect,’^ — />., that consciousness begins as feeling, 

pleasure or pain.^ For a similar reason we may as plausibly 
say that we localise the feeling as that we localise the presen- 
tation. The contrast with formal feelings in this respect is 
very striking. Thus, to take a simple case, consider the 
pleasure afforded by a graceful arrangement of curved lines : 
the presentation is projected in space before me, but the 
feeling is certainly not so ; -on the other hand, the pleasure 
afforded by a soft caressing touch certainly is projected into 

^ Hti 7 na 7 i Mind, vol. ‘70 ; Horwicz, Psychologische Analysen, 

pt. i. It is this theory which Dr 'Ward has itt view, art. Psychology, p. 40. 
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the part which is touched. If it were not for this localisation, 
it seems impossible that the idea of a correlation between these 
feelings and the functioning of particular organs could ever 
have arisen. 

We are here upon the darkest and most unexplored region 
of mental life — or rather, of psycho-physical life, I believe it 
to be in the interest of clear thinking to draw a sharp distinc- 
tion between the material and formal feelings, corresponding, 
to the distinction between anoetic and noetic consciousness. 
This is not to make “ an ethical valuation unjustifiably deter- 
mine a psychological conception.” ^ In any case it is a some- 
what audacious assumption, to take for granted that a suggested 
psychological distinction cannot be true, because^ if it is true, 
the fact is susceptible of an ethical interpretation ; but the 
ground of the present distinction is simply that — whereas we 
do know enough about the formal feelings to be able to 
arrive at results of value, scientifically and practically — we 
know almost nothing about material feelings. The principle 
of explanation we have been using (/.<?., Subject related in its 
action-under-feeling to a presentative content) cannot, for the 
reasons already stated, be applied to them. There is nothing 
strange in this, for on a priori grounds we have seen that 
no such principle can express the complete truth about 
mind. 

These feelings cannot be treated as sensations. Indeed, 
from our point of view, this statement would, in one sense 
of it, be absurd ; for the so-called sensations, as distinguish- 
able facts, are simple perceptions — elementary cases of noetic 
synthesis: a ^sensation of colour,^ e.g.^ is something that we 
have begun to know. On the other hand, if by ^ sensation ^ 
is meant a mode of sentience^ then to say that material feelings 
are sensations is only to say that in some way they are in- 
timately bound up with the more anoetic modes of conscious- 
ness, which is obviously true. But even if we set aside this 
distinction — if we assume, with the traditional English Psy- 
chology and with modern Presentationism, that se?tsatmis as 
known are mere atomic data.^ mere facts — we cannot say that 
these feelings are sensations on a level with those of sight 
and sound. The theory that they are so is found more or 
^ Cf. Hoffdmg’s reference to,' Nahlovvsky, p. 221. 
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less implicitly in English Psychology up to Spencer — we are 
obliged to say ‘implicitly’ because of the vagueness of the 
terminology employed by all these writers. Recently attempts 
have been made by Miinsterberg, Nichols, and other physio- 
logical psychologists, to complete and defend it The follow- 
ing facts have been thought to lend support to this view. 
(a) It has been claimed that specific nerves and nerve- 
terminals have been discovered for pleasures and pains, 
though no special brain - centres have been isolated. As 
regards this point, it is sufficient to say that the evidence 
has been most carefully scrutinised by Lehmann and Marshall, 
who have, it will be admitted, conclusively shown that the 
hypothesis in question w’-as a hasty generalisation from in- 
sufficient dafa, and that the notion of specific nerves and 
terminals must be abandoned until some much more decisive 
and tangible facts in its favour are discovered.^ In 

certain cases the pain produced by a stimulus appears to 
precede the sensation; in certain other cases the reverse is 
the case — the pain seems to take longer to be produced than 
the actual sensation.^ These facts, it seems to me, when 
taken on their own merits, prove nothing. All that they 
could be adduced to show is that we cannot distinguish a 
presentational element underlying the pain which precedes or 
succeeds the ‘sensation’ as we can in the case of formal 
feelings. But we knew this already in the case of other 
organic feelings. There is nothing in the fact to forbid the 
assumption made by Lehmann and Marshall that — taking the 
case of touch, e.g., a prick — a sensation comparatively feeling- 
less is followed by one highly painful. 

Quite apart from details of evidence, it is difficult to resist 
the impression that those who treat physiological feelings as. 
qualities of sensations are on the wrong track ; it is a case of 
illusory simplification. Kiilpe has remarked that a sensation 
proper is marked only by quality, intensity, and duration ; if 
one of these becomes zero or vanishes, the whole sensation 

^ Full references are given by Mr MarshaU,jPam,jF/eas 7 /re^ and Msthctics^ 
ch. i. § 4, pp. IS '22. See also his observations in ihs: Psychological Revietv^ 
vol. ii No. I, p. 6i. 

“ Facts carefully summarised by Hoffding, pp. 223, 224. 
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vanishes. But if the feeling attached to the sensation vanishes, 
the latter does not go along with it. 

We have already noted that the material feelings may be 
regarded as diiferentiations of the general vital feeling, and 
that no one of them is completely independent of it. The 
vital feeling seems to vary with the variation of the vegetative 
functions : hence if we may suppose that in the most primitive 
forms of life the difterentiation of vegetative acti^nty from 
activity through ‘irritability’ (prompted from without) had 
not yet arisen^ — so that the creature’s entire physiological 
relation to its environment consisted in absorbing appropriate 
material from the latter — then the content of such a creature’s 
consciousness would be most nearly represented by our vital 
feeling together with certain very vague motor sensations. 

Introspection is useless in enlightening this dark region of 
organic f^eeling ; and it is important to observe that the more 
sound and healthy the physical organism is, the less possi- 
bility is there of any physiological evidence to be obtained 
therefrom. We have to rely on fragments of evidence from 
pathological cases in which the organic feelings are not in the 
normal condition. What most of all needs enlightenment is 
the question — What can be said of the influence which these 
feelings seem to have upon the movements of feeling proper ? 
How do they determine our general ‘ mood ’ ? What are the 
nature and limits of this influence ? 

§ 4, From this brief and unsatisfactory survey I turn to the 
more tangible facts of formal feeling. 

Under this head come the emotions. What is the relation 
of these to their ‘expression’? 

Instinctive and reflex actions being regarded as secondarily 
automatic- m the race, emotional expression falls into line 

^ If the prevalent supposition, that life had an aquatic or marine origin, 
is correct, *it surely is probable that no such difference had arisen. As 
soon as it began to arise, we must suppose that indefinite sensoiy 
presentations began to supervene upon the vague organic feelings and 
motor sensations. 

^ This phrase is used in Hartley’s sense.. It must be observed that the 
theory here indicated implies that the inheritance of acqtdred characteristics 
is possible. 
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with them: as Dr Ward has expressed it, “The purposive 
actions of an earlier stage of development become — though 
somewhat atrophied, as it were — the emotive outlet of a later 
stage j in circumstances where our ancestors worried their 
enemies, we only show our teeth.” 

An emotion is an attitude of feeling determined by certain 
typical relations into which the Self may enter. The Self as 
entering into the ground of the emotion is of course objective^ 
— the ‘ me,’ as Professor James has called it : /.(?., it is as 
much of his real Self (the ‘I’) as the individual knows. It 
may be the ^material/ ‘social/ or ‘spiritual’ me, to adopt 
Professor James’s admirably expressed distinctions; and the 
relations may be perceived, remembered, or merely imagined. 
All emotions doubtless have some kind of organic accompani- 
ment, but in many of them the bodily ‘ resonance ’ is promi- 
nent and disturbing, and does not end in internal changes 
but goes on to outward movements, — which are of course 
further changes, continuous with the internal, and differing 
from them only in being more under control. In such cases 
this expression as a whole is— on the genetic psychological 
theory of instinct to which I have referred — strictly conditioned 
by the appearance of the whole psychical state; but its de- 
tailed characters are due to the consolidation and fusion, 
in the course of evolutionary history, of nervous changes 
which originally effected purposive or feeling - prompted ac- 
tions. There are of course special modifications of the 
psychosis and neurosis, due to the concrete case in which 
the emotion arises. The so-called corporeal ‘resonance’ is 
reported back to the brain, and then originates sensations 
(especially modes of organic sentience, often of strong feeling- 
tone) which enter into the emotional state. Such resonance 
is especially intensive in the case of emotions due to the 
relations of the ‘material me/ Hence to ‘introspection’ — 
which in this case is very certainly retrospection — an emo- 
tional state may seem to have consisted of nothing but the 
sensation-feelings which are thus prompted. But retrospec- 
tion in the case of feeling is notoriously faulty, — it only 
imperfectly retains even the conditions and concomitants of 
feeling which were most prominent at the time ; hence the 
psychical disturbance may, for .afterthought (however imme- 



PSYCHOLOGY OF FEELING, 


247 


diate)j appear only as a consciousness of physical disturbance^ 
No states that can properly be called emotions can occur 
until the stage of mental development when percepts and 
free ideas are possible : to deny this would be little less than 
fatuous, — in common language the term has at least this much 
of definiteness. The occurrence of an emotion depends 00 a 
presen tative-representative complex emerging as the object of 
consciousness, — it is aroused by the perception or idea of a 
total situation viewed in its relation to self as a centre : we 
cannot be moved until we perceive the general situation in 
which we are. This is the case even in the merest bodily 
fear; hence even in this case the emotion cannot be con- 
stituted — though it is accompanied^ — by the feelings of its 
bodily ^symptoms. Herein appears the importance of the 
distinction of formal from material feeling, and noetic from 
anoetic consciousness : if any feeling at all is aroused by the 
perceived situation, it must be a formal feeling. This is a 
case of an emotion grounded upon a relation of the material 
me ; when it is grounded upon the social me, the effect upon 
the internal organs need not be so strong, while the emotion 
may be intense. When the emotion is grounded upon a 
relation of the spiritual me, the effect upon the internal 
organs is always comparatively weak. This is notably the 
case with the higher emotions, — intellectual, ethical, sesthetic, 
and religious ; and these, in many and various directions, are 
the strongest and deepest moving forces in the history of 
mankind. 

The theory against which these remarks are directed would 
scarcely have attracted as much attention as it has done, had 
not Professor James devoted his power and genius to expound- 
ing and enforcing it. As presented by him, in the Principles^ 
it is not free from serious ambiguities, the nature of which may 
be indicated by reference to the briefer (and later) exposition 
in the Textbook. Professor James begins by appealing to 
retrospection : '‘If we fancy some strong emotion, then try 

^ The upholders of this, the James-Laiige theory, say that to Make the 
total expression depend on the occtirrence of the total psychical state is 
‘sheer reflective interpretation ’ (cf. Dewey, Emotional Attitudes^ Psy. /L, 
vol. L No. 6). I would reply that the supposed introspective localisation 
of the psychical disturbance in various 'parts of the body is a ‘reflective 
interpretation’ which is excessively ■ crude,, 
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to abstract from our consciousness of it ail the feelings of its 
bodily symptoms, we find w-e have nothing emotional left 
behind , , . a cold and neutral state of intellectual percep- 
tion is all that remains.’^ ^ This is the ‘‘vital point of the 
whole theory,'^ but it is ambiguous in the extreme. In the 
first place it is admitted that the ‘subtler’ emotions are not 
constituted by feelings of bodily symptoms. What then are 
we to understand by ‘strong emotion’? Professor James 
has since declared that he meant to assert the dependence on 
bodily symptoms of the “ emotional seizure or affect ^ which 
Professor Dewey further describes as the “characteristic feeP^ 
of the emotion. Let us then symbolise the emotional state of 
mind as P (presentative content) plus S (sensational feelings of 
bodily symptoms) plus x. The first of these terms is the 
““cold and neutral state of intellectual perception”; if then 
the “ characteristic feel ” is nothing but S, the theory becomes 
a mere tautology — that feelings of bodily symptoms de- 
pend on the bodily symptoms. But the characteristic feel 
7mist be nothing but S : for, as we have seen, Professor James 
denies that s is anything. We have already seen a variety of 
reasons for totally rejecting the view which this denial implies ; 
indeed the general principle involved in it — that formal feeling 
is a species of sentience — should at once prevent our accept- 
ing It without the most searching scrutin}^ 

Further ambiguities appear w’-hen we ask, How do these 
bodily symptoms arise ? We are told : “ particular perceptions 
certainly do produce widespread bodily effects by a sort of 
immediate physical influence.”^ Admitting this, and asking 
for its bearing upon emotion, we find suggestions of two 
answers. (i) In ‘strong’ emotions “the bodily changes 
follow directly the perception ^ of the exciting fact, and our 
feeling of the same changes as they occur is the emotion.” 
Here the emotion, though constituted by its organic symp- 
toms, is made to depend upon perception or ideation, and 
cannot occur until this occurs. ( 2 ) “The immediate cause 
of an emotion is a physical effect on the nerves ” : this is most 
clearly seen in “ those pathological cases in which the emotion 

Psy. P., vol. 1. No. 5, pp. 523, 525 note. P. 376. 

® Professor James explains that he does not mean to exclude ideation. 
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is objectless,” where “it [the emotion] is nothing but the 
feeling of a purely bodily state, and it has a purely bodily 
cause.” I have already remarked that for ^objectless’ we 
should say ^ groundless.’ The first of these views is the one 
which Professor James, in response to ciiticisms, has further 
developed and declared to be his own \ ^ the second — though 
as it stands it is not verbally inconsistent with the first — is 
developed by Professor Dewey ^ into what seems to be a 
coherent theory of physical determinism. Professor Dew^ey 
thinks, however, that this was what Professor James really 
meant. 

As regards the first view, all the critics concurred in indi- 
cating a serious gap in the statement of it ; how comes the 
perception or idea to excite the reflex discharges on which the 
emotion, as feeling, depends ? Surely it can only have been 
because the perception itself becomes ipso facto the basis of an 
emotional state, without the mediation of any feelings of bodily 
symptoms. If I experience the physical symptoms of fear at 
seeing a certain animal, it is not the perception as such, the 
“ cold and neutral ” intellectual state, which initiates these 
symptoms, which in their turn produce the emotional feeling. 
There is nothing in the perception of a bear, as such, to pro- 
duce symptoms of fear ; it is because the perception suggests 
possibilities — it arouses ideas which, when integrated with it, 
form the representation of a total situation viewed in its 
relation to some form of the ‘me’; and this representation, 
as soon as it becomes coherent, arouses the emotion. The 
‘expression’ of the emotion is instinctive as regards what it is; 
but that it is, is due to the whole psychical state called the 
emotion of fear. The ‘ total situation ’ may be the idea of the 
bear attacking me or some one in whom I am interested ; or 
if the bear is tame, or chained or caged, the total situation is 
something quite different; but whatever it is, the emotion 
depends upon it, and the expression is different according 
as the emotion is different There seems indeed to be no 
motive for making the bodily expression an intermediate term 
between the perceived situation and the emotion it arouses. 
Professor James admits that “as soon as an object has become 
familiar and suggestive, its emotional consequences must start 

^ Psy, i?., vol i. No. 5. Ibid,, vol. ii. No. i. 
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rather from the total situation which it suggests than from its 
own naked presence; but whatever be our reaction on the 
situation, it is always an instinctive reaction on that one of its 
elements which strikes us as most vitally important. ^ But 
w//-y does this element strike us as fundamentally important ? 
What is the source of its valuation ? What possible answ^er 
can there be, but that it is itself, without any interference of 
the vaso-motor reflexes, the ground of an emotional state ? 
Yet Professor James denies this, and maintains that the 
emotional excitement, which follows the idea, follows it 
only secondarily and as a consequence of the diffusive wave 
of impulses aroused ” {loc, cit.) This mediation by bodily pro- 
cesses is, I think, wholly fictitious. Rejecting it, we are led 
back to the view suggested earlier in this note. 

It is difficult to see how Professor James can consistently 
remain in his present position. Professor Dewey has indicated 
the difficulty as clearly as could be wished. He remarks that 
the passage quoted already from James ‘‘ seems to involve a 
mixture of his own theory what Professor Dewey regards 
as his own theory] with the theory he is combating ; . . . the 
conception of an instinctive reaction is the relevant idea ; that 
of reaction upon an element ‘ which strikes us as vitally import- 
ant^ the incongruous idea. Does it strike us, prior to the 
reaction, as important? Then most certainly it already has 
emotional worth.’’ Again : “ If my bodily changes . . « 
follow from and grow out of the conscious recognition, qit^ 
conscious recognition, of a bear, then the bear is already a 
bear of whom we are afraid — our idea must be of the bear as 
a fearful object.” Accordingly Professor Dewey, developing 
the second of the two tendencies that I have indicated, 
declares : “ It is not the idea of the bear or the bear as object, 
but a certain act of seeing^ which by habit, whether original 
or acquired, sets up other acts.” This seems to imply that 
the process is continuous and purely physical, just as in the 
case of fire melting wax and wax running liquid. Professor 
Dewey seems to say that the acquired physical co-ordination in 
the nervous system ‘ constitutes ’ the bear a fearful object ; the 
organic, instinctive ‘ mode 6f behaviour ’ is the primary thing ; 
the idea [i.e,, of the ^ vitally important ’ element in the 
^ Psy, P., vol i. p. 518. .2. Ibid,, voi. ii. No. i. p. 19. 
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situation] and the emotional excitation are constituted at one 
and the same time ; indeed they represent the tension of 
stimulus and response within the [neural] co-ordination which 
makes up the mode of behaviour.^^ ^ If this be what is meant, 
it is a redticHo ad abstirdum of the view which makes ® bodily 
symptoms ’ essential in any emotion. 

§ 5. We seem only able to say that emotions are psychical 
mstmcis^ — if the term may by analogy be applied in this 
connection; they are tendencies to feel characteristically on 
the presentation of a certain complex ground. If ^Ye had any 
detailed knowledge of the properly psychical effects of re- 
petition and habit — if we could explore the arcana of the 
‘ subconscious ^ and of ‘ psychical dispositions ’ — we might be 
able to explain them genetically; but this would lead us 
entirely beyond the psychological point of view, just as the 
attempt genetically to explain physiological instincts leads 
beyond the physiological point of view. For Psychology^ 
emotiofis are original subjective facts. 

There is, however, a derivative theory of emotion which 
demands consideration. It makes all emotions into more or 
less elaborated compounds of what we have called material ' 
feelings. In one form or another this view has been upheld 
by a large number of influential psychologists ; but, so far as 
I am aware, it has only been stated in a perfectly coherent 
form by one writer, to whom I shall refer presently. The 
theory evidently presupposes that pleasures and pains can 
be revived and complicated just as presentations are. Now 
if this signifies that a pleasure or a pain, merely as such, con- 
sidered apart from its presentational base, can be revived or 
complicated with others, then most certainly this assertion 
is meaningless ; for it is evident that pleasure and pain, in 
this abstraction, cannot be identified as the same at different 
times. ^‘The only possible criterion of sameness, it has 
been well said, is the sameness of the ideational substrate ” ; 
and accordingly no one — apart from those who, like Miinster- 
berg, have on other grounds defended the sensation-theory 
of feeling has ever seriously argued that feeling can be 
reproduced except when the content to which it was originally 
^ Loc, p. iS. 
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attached is reproduced. In this case the reply usually made 
is that we cannot possibly prove that the feeling is reproduced 
in the sense in which the presentational content is reproduced. 
But this does not seem the best way of stating the matter ; 
it leaves obscure the sense in which we suppose presentations 
themselves to be ‘reproduced.’ We have seen, when dwelling 
on ‘association,’ that no presentation is retained as stick; 
what is retained is the permanent psychical disposition which 
conditions the subsequent appearance of a like presentation. 
Instead then of saying that a new feeling is called forth 
by the ‘ old ’ or the ‘ revived ’ presentation, we should say that 
a new feeling is called forth by the new presentation. The 
difference between the two is that the bond of identity which 
holds in the case of presentation (by which the new presenta- 
tion is ‘ like ’ the former one) does not hold in the case of 
feeling ; a presentation which at one time excites pleasure may 
at another excite pain, and vice versa. 

Lehmann has made this idea of the reproduction of feeling 
consistent, by maintaining — if I understand him aright — a 
theory which is essentially expressed in the following proposi- 
tions. (i) To each Vorstellung belongs a definite mode of 
feeling (either a pleasure or a pain) which is revived along 
with it, and which does not change (in relation to this 
Vorstellung) except on the basis of mental changes which 
amount in effect to an alteration of personality. “ Gefiihl- 
stone konnen dadurch reproduziert werden, dass die Vorstel- 
lungen, mit welchen sie verbunden gewesen sind, wiederer- 
zeugt werden. Und je vollstandiger die Reproduktion der 
intellektuellen Elemente stattfindet, um so genauer und starker 
werden auch die emotionellen Elemente wiedererzeugt.” ^ (2) 
Each Vorstellung- Gefiihl has a characteristic organic expres- 
sion. (3) The object of an emotion being a complex of 
primary and secondary Vorstellungen, and the latter being 
revived each with its corresponding feeling, the fusion of all 
the feeling - elements constitutes the feeling - attitude of the 
emotion. The organic expressions also fuse and contribute 
elements to the whole state of mind. This theory is of real 
importance because it works out a particular tendency to a 
coherent result, and one -which, in my opinion, is precisely 
wrong. This tendency is to. override or slur the distinction 
Das GeJukisMent p, 262. 
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between the ‘formaL and the ‘'material type of feeling, to 
reduce the former towards the latter and bring the latter 
towards the formerP The result is a misapprehension of the 
nature of both. Thus Lehmann’s theory rests on the doctrine 
that to each Vorstellung belongs an invariable feeling ; this 
implies that the feeling depends wholly on the material of this 
Vorstellung, Lehmann mentions a number of facts which 
go against his view in this particular, but he seems to me 
lamely to explain them away by a gratuitous hypothesis. On 
the other hand the view which we have defended implies that 
no feeling can be said to depend absolutely upon the material 
of a particular Vorstellung presented to consciousness, for this 
Vorstellimg is only distinct or particular in virtue of its rela- 
tions to others, and the feeling it arouses depends on these 
relations as well as on the material character of the pres- 
entation itself. And when subsequently a like presentation 
appears, but with a changed feeling, it is because it appears in 
new relations, — ‘‘in a new light,” as we say. In short, as 
we have already said, the distinction of formal and material 
feeling stands or falls with that of noetic and anoetic con- 
sciousness \ whatever value or significance belongs to the one, 
belongs to the other also. We need first to have a true con- 
ception of mental elaboration in the sphere of tnfellecfio7i^ and 
then we need to consider how far it is applicable in the sphere 
of feeling. 

All that has been said applies as well to the so-called 
‘abstract’ or purely ‘representative’ emotions, which we 
placed in the seventh class, as to the ordinary or typical 
emotions. But when naming them at that place, we distin- 
guished two forms or aspects in each — according as they are 
aroused by an idea of a harmony actually attained and experi- 
enced by man, or by an idea of one greater and more funda- 
mental than any which has been yet attained.^ They are 

^ * Presentationism * also carries out this tendency in an extreme form ; 
but Lehmann’s point of view is not that of the presentationist. 

2 I say ’ harmony,’ for each of these attitudes of feeling is aroused by 
a harmony either recognised as actual or represented as possible. The 
ethical feeling depends on a harmony between the Subject’s own Will and 
certain wholly concrete given circumstances in which other personal Wills 
play the largest part ; this harmony constitutes the * rightness ’ of particular 
acts. The aesthetic feeling depends , on' a harmony oi suggestion, fornij and 
content, in an actual or possible object of perception ; the intellectual feel- 
ing on a harmony of knowledges. 
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placed by themselves only that the latter all-important charac- 
teristic may not be ignored. They enter into Desires for the 
realisation of greater harmony, — desires which involve an ideal 
representation of a harmony beyond us, transcending indeed 
ail our past experience, yet potentially ours. To investigate 
the meaning of this fact would carry us beyond Psychology, 
for it involves transcending the hniteness of the individual 
personality. The various aspects of the problem which arises 
out of this fact of self-transcendence are treated in the three 
following chapters. 


CHAPTER V. 


THE NATURE OF SELF-KNOWLEDGE. 

What is that mode of knowledge which we call ^ intro- 
spection/ self-knowledge, or self-consciousness ? ^ This 
is the question to which our discussion of ^ Presenta- 
tionism ’ led : and it is indeed a question of primary 
and fundamental importance. The view which we 
take of the nature of this process, and of its relation to 
objective knowledge, determines issues of far-reaching 
significance. By ^objective knowledge’ — as I have 
fully explained elsew’here — is meant our knowledge of 
the world and universe around us ; it is what Kant 
would have called ‘ cosmological ’ knowdedge : our ‘ self- 
knowledge’ is our knowledge of the functions and 
states w^hich make up our conscious life, — in which 
of course objective knowledge is included. 

^ As ordinarily used, * introspection ’ has a specially psychological, and 
‘self-consciousness’ a specially philosophical, significance. W"hen self- 
consciousness signifies the individuaFs knowledge of himself as an object, 
it is identical with what seems to be meant by ‘introspection/ ‘Self- 
knowledge/ as we shall see, is preferable to either of these terms. I have 
sometimes {after Dr Ward) used the phrase ‘Subjective knowledge/ but 
this use of it is open to criticism ; /it has many misleading associations 
from which ‘self-knowledge’ is entirely free. , 
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According to the view here set forth, self-know- 
ledge is in no respect whatever analogous to a direct 
inspection of ^ inner states ’ ; it is a result of the same 
self-transcending tendency of thought (or intelligence) 
which makes possible the objective reference lying at 
the basis of our knowledge of the so-called ‘external’ 
world. The whole of consciousness, the whole mind, 
is not exhausted in this objective knowledge; and 
therefore intelligence is not only aware (with more 
or less completeness and truth) of its own structure 
and laws, and its contents in the form of objective 
knowledge; but in virtue of its self-transcending ten- 
dency, it is aware (more or less completely) of the 
relations of mutual dependence which hold betw-een 
the various modes of objective knowledge and the 
whole mind, “ Self-consciousness,” then, has degrees 
of truth, and has a real content which is more than the 
structure and content of objective knowdedge. Some 
of those who develop Kantian principles in the light 
of Hegel tend to obliterate this distinction. In the 
second edition of his first Critique Kant had arrived 
at the conclusion that self-consciousness derives all 
its content from the structure of intelligence acting 
in objective knowledge. This is not all the truth even 
when we bring to light the most fundamental presup- 
positions and ultimate ideals of objective knowledge 
{e.g,, the world as a systematic unity within which 
general laws obtain) : self-consciousness is more than 
the consciousness of objective knowledge^ actual or 
ideal. In self-knowledge we know ourselves not merely 
as systematic unities of related parts, but as centralised 
or focal unities, — each having the unity of a single life. 
Self-knowledge is therefore the primary and funda- 
mental development ; objective knowledge, though its 
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practical importance is indefinitely greater, is really 
subordinate ; for only by reference to the former can 
the degree of truth of the categories of the latter be 

^udged.^. ■ ■■ ■ . . ■ : ■ ''''"O'' 

§ I. Whatever dilBficulty is found in accepting the 
view above expressed will arise probably from a mis- 
understanding of what I have here called the ‘ self- 
transcending tendency ’ of thought, and (elsewhei'e) its 
‘objective’ or ‘ trans-subjective ’ reference. There is 
a curious philosophical prejudice or superstition — the 
eifects of which can be traced far and wide through 
the whole history of philosophy— that in order to know 
a thing it is necessary to be that thing. It may, 
indeed, be argued that, for an intelligent being to know 
something of the world around him, the world and 
himself must both be rooted in one Being, and this 
Being must be rational, must be akin to his own 
intelligence ; I am far from rejecting this doctrine, 
although I reject any attempt to establish it which 
seems inadequate or superficial. But this doctrine is 
not at present in question ; for, granting fully its truth, 
we cannot therefore say that the knowing subject 
simply is what it knows ; we cannot identify the know- 
ing with the known in order that it may be known. 
Psychologically, we cannot say that any constituent 
of consciousness, to be known, must itself be a cog- 
nitive fact, — which is the theory involved in what 
has been called ‘ Presentationism.’ Is it not of the 
essence of thought or knowledge to be representative 
or symbolic of something whose existence transcends 
it, — something which is in a. sense ‘ other ’ or ‘ more ’ 

^ Cf. our discussion of some aspects of the Hegelian dialectic, in ch.- 
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than the knowledge itself? What is sjmibolised or 
referred to or known is not to be identified with the 
process of reference, the knowledge itselfi This view 
— the obvious truth of which must be apparent to 
every unprejudiced mind as soon as it is stated — we 
have elsewhere attempted to illustrate and defend at 
some length. Knowledge is essentially a process of 
reference ; and all knowledge is direct in this sense, — 
that it refers directly to the reality known, the object 
referred to ; and not indirectly through some substitute 
intervening between this and the knower. When a 
man reflects on his own states and when he reflects on 
something in the objective world — e.g,, the motives of 
another man*s conduct, or the nature of a chemical 
combination — his attitude to the ^ object ’ is the same r 
the reference is equally direct, though the knowledge 
is necessarily incomplete, and may in some of its 
details be illusory.^ 

In saying that the intellectual reference in self- 
knowledge is direct, we are expressing a view which 
must be carefully distinguished from the misleading 
implications of certain traditional ways of describing 
knowledge. I refer to the idea that introspection is 
essentially a certain direction of the attention, and 
may be compared to a direct inspection of the objective 
contents of consciousness ; to these contents, there- 
fore, all that introspection reveals (including feeling 
and will) must belong. This is the inevitable result 
of certain current modes of describing knowledge. 
The traditional account recognises that cognition is 

^ The bearing of these considerations on the problem with which our 
previous chapter closed — the problem (expressed in psychological terms) of 
the presentative cognition of super-presentational states in consciousness— 
is surely evident. ' , ' • 
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always essentially a relation or reference, and therefore 
involves a duality or distinction between the respective 
loci, so to speak, of the knowing and of the known : 
this is most true and important ; but a favourite way of 
describing the relation is calculated to produce much 
confusion. Knowledge, it is usually said, involves a 
Subject knowing and an Object known ; to this we 
may, with Dr Ward, add the implications of a 
necessary dependence of the vSubject on the Object as 
far as its knowing goes, and no such dependence of the 
Subject as far as its being goes.” ^ The sense in which 
all these propositions are true has been explained else- 
where ; here w^e have to deal with some of the implica- 
tions of that special form of expression which insists 
on describing knowledge as necessarily involving a 
duality of terms in the form of Subject knowing and 
Object known. The question at once arises: If this 
is true, how can the Subject know itself? Professor 
Ward has expressed the dijSiculty thus : If 

identify the tw’-o, w^e transcend our empirical concep- 
tion of knowledge ; a knowledge in which Subject and 
Object are one is at best a limiting case towards which 
we might perhaps conceive ourselves approximating in 
self-consciousness, and continuing to approximate in- 
definitely, . . , ■ If, however, oil the other hand, we 
regard the knowing Subject as distinct from the Object 
known, we require a second Subject, or at least a 
higher grade of consciousness'’ in order that the 
Subject may know itself. This line of thought rests 
on the supposition that knowledge is analogous to a 
bond going across from the Subject to the Object, or, 
to use a less crude metaphor, that it is analogous to 
a light proceeding from the Subject and shed on the 

^ Mmd, N, S., No/ 5,: Modern^ Psychology.’' 



26 o 


THE NATURE OF 


Object; the Subject is like an eye that is itself the 
source of the light by which it sees, and the knowing 
is like the seeing. For the Subject to know itself 
would then be for the eye to turn its light into itself; 
and it involves an analogous impossibility. If we 
apply this idea to the relation of consciousness and the 
objects of consciousness, we reach the view that self- 
observation is a kind of direct inspection of one's 
mental furniture, which is the traditional view in 
Psychology. This we may call the ‘eye-theory' of 
self-knowledged 

Professor James Ward, in his valuable discussion 
of our present question, from which I have already 
quoted, seems inclined to accept the above statements 
as expressing adequately the real problem of self- 
knowledge ; and he proceeds to deal with the problem, 
keeping this statement always in view. I shall have to 
urge, on the contrary, that it is a wholly inadequate 
statement, and that the difficulty is largely one of our 
own making : the root of it is the erroneous — I may even 
add, the absurd — ‘ eye-theor}^ ’ of self-knowledge. I 
venture to think that this problem will remain a hope- 
less one unless we recognise that, in certain funda- 
mental aspects, there is a real correspondence between 
the relations in which self-knowledge and world- 
knowledge respective^ consist. To say that for know- 
ledge there must be a Subject of knowledge, means 
simply that thought or knowledge exists only as the 
thought of a thinker ; as Professor Seth has said, 
“ knowledge (knowing) is always an activity, an active- 
passive experience of an individual subject." To say 
that for knowledge there must be an object of know- 

^ Cf. the impersonal unitary consciousness, assumed by Miinsterberg, in, 
contrast to the concrete multiplicity of the contents of consciousness. 
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ledge, means that knowledge is essentially a reference 
beyond its factual sphere as the conscious function of 
an individual mind. I may remind the reader that the 
notion of individuality must be cleared of all implica- 
tions of a self-contained atomic existence ; the mind 
may be rooted in the Infinite on one side — it may even 
itself be Infinite on one side — but it is individual on 
another, in the sense of having a centre of selfhood of 
its own.^ The 'reference beyond,’ which I speak of, 
is in two directions, which ma}^ be metaphorically 
described as 'inner’ and 'outer,’ if w^e bear in mind 
that the opposition which this metaphor implies has 
simply that degree of truth which is sufficient for 
the practical and theoretical purposes of e\^eryday life 
and of physical science. By the ' outer ’ direction of 
its intelligence, the conscious self conceives (or is 
capable of conceiving) of the Universe as a Whole, 
with its innumerable multiplicity of dependent individ- 
ual beings ; by the ' inner ’ direction of its intelligence, 
it is capable of conceiving of itself as an individual 
centra, not only of intellectual processes,- but of affective 
(emotional) and active processes which are more and 
other than the intellectual, however closely they are 
bound up with these. And just because they are more, 
the knowledge of them is possible, as involving the 
necessary transcendent reference of thought. 

We thus see that the metaphor of two directions of 
knowledge has only a limited applicability: for self- 
consciousness includes an awareness of the processes in 
us by which our consciousness of a world is realised 
and extended ; or rather, it is capable — in its higher 
degrees of truth — of including this awareness, but 
always includes fragments of it. Again, though in no 

^ A view set fortH in ch* iil, above. 



262 


THE NATURE OF 


case can the process of knowing be identified with that 
which is known, yet the mutual dependence of the two 
terms is greater in the case of self-knowledge than m 
that of objective knowledge; the modes of self, to 
which our self-consciousness refers, are all bound 
together as constituents of a single life,— the_ life ot 
the individual knower ; while the objects to which our 
world-consciousness refers are to be disbnguished, as 
regards their existence, from the self. Since, from the 
ontological point of view, there is no ultvnatdy real 
independence even in the latter case, we may state the 
matter in other words, thus ; the immanence necessary 
for every act of knowledge— the fact that knower and 
known must have a common root— is more explicitly 
evident in the case of self-knowledge than m the case 
of objective knowledge. 

It is not only in the characteristic of embodying a 
transcendent reference that our self-consciousness and 
our world-consciousness correspond ; but also in that 
each is possible only on the basis of a present /aci, which 
cannot be described as a mode of knowledge or as 
referring beyond itself in the cognitive sense,— it must 
‘rather be called a mode of pure sentience. We have 
seen^ that the whole process of the growth of objective 
knowledge points back to the sensuous ^treepov which 
is the basis of external perception ; knowledge begins 
with the definite articulation of this into intelligible fact. 
We have seen also ® that self-knowledge points back to 
the same undifferentiated germ, which is not hself the 
knowledge in question, but on the basis of which alone 
is the knowledge possible. We can onty conceive such 
a state as a limit which may be gradually approached, 

1 Ch. ii. § 3 ; ch. 3,§ S, and Appendix on Kant. 
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— the pole of purely ^ anoetic sentience.’ The opposite 
pole to this is — not a purety noetic consciousness, but 
— a consciousness where, through the progress of 
science and philosophy, knowledge is so completely 
developed that self and world are clear 1}^ seen to be 
embraced as modes in a deeper unity, and no longer 
even appear to be two opposite kinds of existence, 
separated by the whole diameter of being.” 

The doctrine that " all introspection is retrospection ’ 
seems to be a clumsy expression of the necessary 
distinction between the knowing and the known, when 
the object known is a mode of knowdedge as such — 
when we reflectively know that we know or observe 
somewhat, and when w^e become discriminatively aware 
of the features or aspects of the process of knowledge 
on which w’-e reflect. The reflection consists in relating 
it in manifold ways — according to the interest of the 
time : the most fundamental being the relation to self; 
it is at least a mode of my mental life. The terms 
^ introspection ’ and ^ retrospection ’ seem both entirely 
inappropriate : the one is merely a clumsy attempt to 
correct the misleading implications of the other; and 
the introduction of a time-reference in the latter of the 
terms in question is particularly objectionable, for the 
nature and limits of the present in consciousness — by 
which I mean the real present, not the fiction of an 
indivisible moment of no duration — are irrelevant to 
the question of the kind of relation in which self- 
knowledge consists. To try to discover how far our 
knowledge of our ^present ’ states of feeling or volition 
is ^ retrospective ’ is surely a most futile performance, 
if intended to throw any light on the nature of the 
process by which we know them as ours. Introspec- 
tion, I should say, is simply, a , particular case of self- 
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consciousness; we are self-conscious when we reflect 
upon certain of our states as ours, and this is introspec- 
tion. In ordinary life the interest of such inquiries lies 
for the most part in idiosyncrasies ; the scientific intro- 
spection of the psychologist is the same process, extended 
and made as systematic as possible, and directed to the 
end of discovering not personal peculiarities but charac- 
teristics shared by all minds. The deeper aspects of 
self-consciousness emerge when this same process is 
still further extended, and so takes in deeper truth, 

§ 2, A most important consequence of the view of 
self-knowledge which has been above explained is, 
that the conception of degrees of tr^ith has as much 
significance in its regard as it has with respect to 
objective knowledge. The ordinary view of intro- 
spection of course excludes the possibility of this ; on 
inspecting the contents of the mind, we are supposed 
to see what is there and how it is arranged. The im- 
plication is that the ultimate truth can be attained by 
sufficiently careful observation, and that any act of 
self-knowledge has the highest kind of certainty and 
is valid in its own right. ^ And since the self whose 
processes are thus known with perfect accuracy is the .1 

individual self as finite, it is difficult to exaggerate the 
fatal importance of the results to which this error leads. 

The nature of the error itself has been well pointed out 
by Professor Adamson. In observation of the inner > 

life the contents of the thoughts whereby we deter- 
mine the nature of the observed are neither in fact 
nor in meaning necessarily identical with the observed. 

Nothing is gained, as regards accuracy of observation, 

^ Cf. the doctrine of Descartes es to the superior certainty of the results , ^ 

of self- observation. ' 
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by the ^ intra-subj active ' character of both the observed 
and the observation. ... If to know the processes of 
consciousness means to be able to determine accu- 
rately their characteiistics and differences, I should 
be inclined to say that we can hardly claim such 
knowledge* What we do possess is painfully and 
laboriously attained, and wants every mark of ^ immedi- 
ate certainty ’ or ' absolutely self-evidencing ' character. 
... I can be, in and through the process of knowing, 
no more certain of what is in my consciousness — if we 
allow for the moment that any accurate meaning can 
be put into so metaphorical an expression — than of 
what is beyond my consciousness. That knowing is 
a process of mind, and that the known is in the one 
case likewise a fact of mind, gives no additional cer- 
tainty to the resulting cognition,” ^ 

The implication of the view here defended is, that 
no possible conception which we can form of the con- 
stitution of the mind or of any factor therein can be a 
complete and adequate representation of the areality; 
we are xiever able with perfect adequac}'” to state in 
intellectual terms the nature of our inner experiences. 
But our conceptions of them are not therefore false ; 
the more complete truth does not destro}.’- the less 
complete, but expands and transforms it. Truth is like 
a picture of boundless extent and infinite detail, which 
is obliterated for us and needs to be renewed, and of 
which we have only recovered different disconnected 
portions, and these in vaguest outline. These portions 
can only be correctly estimated when they are treated 
as such ; they are fragments of ihe whole, and not 
illusions ; but they are fragments of the whole, and not 

^ Mhid, vol. xii. p. 126 (from a searching review of Volkelt’s Erfalmmg 
tuid Datkeny 
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self-contained pieces of truth, each of which can stand 
on its own merits. This applies both to such general 
analyses as we have been dealing with in the previous 
chapter, and to detailed analyses of particular facts. 
All the results so obtained are relative to the present 
state of our knowledge ; they are necessarily held sub- 
ject to a revision which may have to be so thorough 
as completely to transform them, and each in itself 
has many missing links of connection and exhibits 
a general want of satisfactory coherence. Notwith- 
standing this, we must accept them if they are the 
best account that we can now form of the realities to 
which they refer. These conclusions as to self-know- 
ledge seem to follow necessarily from the very concep- 
tion of truth as an organic whole; and they would 
probably be accepted in theory by many who unfor- 
tunately would constantly forget them in practical 
psychological investigation and discussion. 

The Libertarian theory of Freewill is a very im- 
portant case in illustration of what I have just said; 
it is worth while to examine the whole controversy 
from this point of view. 

The Libertarian or so-called ‘ indeterminist ’ theory 
is always criticised as if it purported to express the 
ultimate truth of what the form of all human conscious 
action verily is; and indeed the Libertarians them- 
selves have constantly spoken as if it were so ; but 
surely the whole question is as to the imest analytical 
account that we can give of our actual consciousness 
of being free in a sense in which NaUire is not. This 
consciousness is for common-sense, as it were, a syn- 
thetic unanalysed whole, or datum ; and the unanalysed 
difference between the mode of activity of a human 
and a natural agent is Tecognised as the ground of re- 
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sponsibility and imputability in the former case. That 
we are thus conscious is a matter of everyday experi- 
ence, and is admitted by all parties to the controvers}'. 
This consciousness is either wholly illusory or it con- 
tains more or less of truth. The former supposition 
we may set aside as a motiveless dogma of naturalistic 
Determinism. If, then, there is some degree of truth 
in our consciousness of being in our conduct somehow 
raised above the level characteristic of what we call a 
^natural’ agent, we require for scientific purposes — 
though not for practical purposes — to grasp in intel- 
lectual terms the nature and grounds of the truth it 
contains. This is a matter of great difficulty ; and 
even if we found ourselves quite unable to do it, we 
should not be justified in rejecting our consciousness 
in this matter as illusory. Common Sense, as always 
in such cases, tends to make this consciousness the 
solution of the problem instead of itself the problem to 
be solved ; for Common Sense is always practical. 

We may expect a priori that even the most careful 
attempts to state the question at issue in this contro- 
versy in the form of a perfectly clear alternative will 
inevitably fail. A disjunction, with regard to any 
Subject, where the- two terms of the alternative are 
mutually exclusive and together exhaustive, and at the 
same time intensively full and detailed, is only possible 
where we have a comprehensive and exact knowledge 
of the system within which our disjunction places 
the Subject.^ Now in the case of volition the S37stem 
evidently is the whole universe of reality, to the furthest 
springs of our conscious activity on the one hand, and 
the furthest reach of its effects. on the other ,-“to the very 

^ See ch. iii. pt. 3, § 4, on disjunction' as presupposing the conscious- 
ness of a general system. , ' ■ 
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roots of man’s being and the being of the objective 
world. The whole question may indeed in the last 
resort be expressed thus: What are the respective 
parts which the human mind and the objective world 
play in determining conduct ? Manifestly we cannot 
form any disjunction for the answers to this question, 
which is not extremely general — much more so than 
any of the parties to the controversy seem willing to 
admit. Professor Sidgwick’s statement of the issue 
will afford us an illustration. It is probably the most 
careful statement that has ever been made. Is the 
self to which I refer my deliberate volitions a self 
of strictly determinate moral qualities, — a definite 
character partly inherited, partly formed by my past 
actions and feelings, and by any physical influences 
that it may unconsciously have received ; so that my 
voluntary action, for good or evil, is at any moment 
completely caused by the determinate qualities of this 
character, together with my circumstances, or the 
external influences acting on me at the moment, — 
including my present bodily conditions ? Or, is there 
always a possibility of my choosing to act in the 
manner that I now judge to be reasonable and right, 
whatever my previous actions and experiences may 
have been?”^ It is instructive to compare with this 
Dr Martineau’s statement of the same problem : 
^‘Whether, in the exercise of Will — in cases of 
choice — the mind is wholly determined by phenomenal 
antecedents and external conditions, or itself also, as 
active Subject of these objective experiences, plays 
the part of determining Cause The first of Dr 
Martineau’s alternatives corresponds to the first of 
Professor Sidgwick’s, but with, phenomenal antece- 

^ Methods^ p. 63 (4th ed.) $tudy of Reli^on^ vol. ii. p. iSS (2Dd ed.) 
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dents ’ substituted for ^ determinate qualities of char- 
acter’; the affirmation of it is supposed to constitute 
Determinism, — that conduct is the result of ^ character ’’ 
and ^ circumstances.’ 

Dr Martineau’s distinction of the active Subject and 
its ^ phenomena ’ might, in the absence of proper 
explanations, be taken to imply that all the contents 
of mind, in the way of thought and feeling, are on 
the same level as ^phenomena,’ and are merely pas- 
sive; while the real mind, the mind ^itself,’ is behind 
or beneath them and is merely active. In other 
words, it might be taken to imply that abstract 
separation of the phenomena from the noumenon 
which we have already criticised,^ and which results 
in the view that we can extend and organise our know- 
ledge of the phenomena without thereby knowing any 
more of the noumenon. We must reject this con- 
ception altogether; and if so, we cannot limit ^char- 
acter’ to any so-called phenomenal states, or, in the 
end, separate it from the whole nature of the man 
down to the deepest roots thereof; the effects of .his 
past actions, and the inherited eifects of the actions of 
his progenitors, form only one element determining 
character. We may indeed make ‘character’ signify 
the man as individual, though we have rejected the 
view that any individuality is self-contained or merely 
finite ; but we cannot limit character to any particular 
factor within the individual life. Hence it is unmean- 
ing to say that action is not the result of the individual 
character in relation to its circumstances; but this 
admission does not in the least invalidate our unana- 
lysed consciousness of freedom. We therefore con- 
clude that the former of the two .alternatives mentioned 
^ See especially ch„ iv. § 8. • ^ 
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hy Professor Sidgwick and Dr Martinean only involves 
Determinism when some erroneous theory of the ele- 
ments constituting the individual self or character is 
presupposed ; or at least we conclude that this deeper 
question needs to be discussed 

When the Libertarian theory of a freedom of choice, 
in the literal sense, is understood as it should be— as 
a merely symbolic representation of what is realised 
in all human actions — then many current objections 
to it become groundless. Lot^e seems to have this 
in mind when in the relative section of his Practical 
Philosophy he speaks of freedom of choice as a formal 
postulate. But most Libertarians speak of this theory 
as if it were meant to be a literally true account of 
■what takes place in consciousness, as though will were 
a kind of activity which could at any time be shot out 
or projected freely in either of two given directions.^ 
This is absurd in itself, and contradicts the basal 
principle of psychological science : not ^ uniformity 
of sequence/ which is nonsense, but the principle that 
we only understand mental facts by reducing all their 
complexity and variety to modes of one and the same 
fundamental type, — a single complex function found 
operative at every stage of mental life. Indeed the 
strict theory of ^ freedom of choice ’ contains so little 
positive truth that, when carefully examined, it amounts 
to little more than a denial of Determinism. The 
view which we are naturally led to take is that of 
Professor James:” by a voluntary effort of attention 
the idea of ‘‘the action which is judged to be reason- 

Directions ‘given,* because determined by- circumstances and present 
‘motives.^ No Libertarian has ever held that a man can create his own 
motives out of nothing, 

® Principles of Psychology i voL ii., p, ,577. 
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able and right ” is brought into sufficient prominence 
for the mind (through it) to initiate the movements 
necessary for the action. I do not claim that this 
mode of expression is literally true, or adequate to 
the complexity of the real process it attempts to 
describe, for no such theory can be this ; but it 
is nearer the truth than the ^freedom of choice' 
theory; and it is not inconsistent with the principle 
of psychological explanation which we have elsewhere 
adopted.^ 

It has been observed that, in the sense in which we 
use the term ‘character,’ we cannot truly say that a 
man’s character is merely the result of the past history 
of himself and his race as expressing itself in his 
present environment. If we are to say that any one 
is made what he is by his surroundings, we must 
extend his ^ surroundings ’ so as to include all time 
and all existence, — the whole universe of reality ; but 
if by ^ surroundings ’ we mean the solidarity and con- 
tinuity of social life, then it is no more true to say 
that his life is made by its surroundings than to say 
that thought is made by language. We shall have to 
examine this vexed question more fully in the follow- 
ing chapter. If the past — considered simply as a 
succession of accomplished events — did thus manu- 
facture the present, then it seems to me clear that 
freedom, in any true sense of the word, would be an 
impossibility; we should be committed to the thorough- 
going Determinism which is the inevitable result of 
regarding the category of Reciprocity as uncondition- 
ally valid, for this means that every moment in the 

^ Dr Martineau speaks of the self as cumaUy active. The conception of 
causality has been dealt with (in its ' psychological references) in the pre- 
vious chapter. 



THE NATURE OF 


duration both of man and of Nature is absolutely 
determined by all past moments, and will determine 
all future moments^ The great advantage of Deter- 
minism, from the purely scientific point of view, is that 
it admits of the unqualified application of this prin- 
ciple to the whole of reality, including Man as well 
as Nature.- 

It is therefore impossible to combine the scientific 
advantages of Determinism and the ethical and philo- 
sophical advantages of Libertarianism ; and I think it 
is much to be regretted that Green and others have, 
in appearance at least, attempted this impossibility, 
and thereby confused the whole issue. Thus Green 
says : ^ There is nothing in the fact that what a 
man is and does is the result (to speak pleonastically, 
the necessary result) of what he has been and has done, 
to prevent him from seeking to become, or from being 
able to become, in the future, other and better than he 
now is,'’ since the capacity for conceiving a better state 
of himself has not been lost. Just because in the past 
his conduct has been guided by a conception of 
personal good, 'Uhere has been in it, and has been 
continued out of it into his present, a permanent 
potentiality of self-reform, consisting in the perpetual 
discovery by the man that he is not satisfied,” that he 
has not found the personal good which he sought, or 
has only found unsatisfying fragments of it. This is 
most true and important ; but by Green’s general 
metaphysical position, Nature (including human life 

^ See some excellent observations on this idea, in Adamson’s Kant^ p. 
220, note 14. 

- Cf. Sidgwick’s Methods of Ethics,, p, 63 {4th ed. ), where this appears as 
the most formidable of the ai'guments converging to establish the Deter- 

minist view. , . ' ■ ■ , 

^ Frokgomena^ % lio» 
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in so far as it is a growth and has a history in time) 
is a ‘'single unalterable order of relations he has, 
in fact, applied the category of Reciprocity, without 
qualification, throughout the whole range of Time. 
On such a view, what can the “ potentialit}’ of self- 
reform ’’ really come to ? Surely it is only the abstract 
possibility of the man’s becoming better; the future 
growth of his character can be modified, on the 
Determinist view, just as the growth of a tree can 
be, — and far more easily, for the man’s is not a blind 
unconscious growth, like that of a tree, nor is he 
ignorant of where he goes and what he does, like a 
stream in its course. Green identifies the ‘ potenti- 
olity ’ with an ‘ inchoate impulse ’ towards self-reform, 
which can only become an actuality “by its own 
relative strength.” Whether it obtains the necessar}’' 
degree of prevalence depends on “ the social influences 
brought to bear on the man : the influences effective 
for the purpose all have their origin ultimately in the 
desire to be better on the part of other men,” who in 
their turn are subject to the effect of social influences. 
Thus there is no escape from the closed circle of Re- 
ciprocity, and within it there is no room for any 
individual initiative or real self-determination. 

When the Libertarian denies that the present char- 
acter, in any individual, is wholty the product of the 
past, he is not introducing discontinuit}^ into the moral 
life, as Green supposes ; ^ he is denying that the past 
life, considered simply as a succession of events in 
time, entirely determines the present. The conditions 
' determining my present conscious decision include 
more than the effects of the past; they include that 
total consciousness of Freedom, of w^hich the least 
^ JProk^vme-naj % 1 10 (at, end) and § ill (at end). 
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inadequate account — as it seems to me — is the one 
given by Professor James, 

Our conclusions are, then, as follows. Freedom is a 
quality of the whole mind, the whole nature of man, not 
specially of some particular function or faculty of the 
mind. We have an immediate or anoetio experience of 
this quality; and the theory of freedom is an attempt 
to express this in intellectual terms, — to raise it from 
the level of anoetic to that of noetic consciousness ; 
it is not sufficient that we me free unless we know that 
we are and how we are. As in every such case, the 
only knowledge that we can attain to is partial and 
incomplete. Hence a theory of freedom may involve 
many logical difficulties, but is not on that account to 
be rejected, if any theory which we can substitute for 
it has a lower degree of truth. 

§ 3. The distinction of anoetic and noetic conscious- 
ness has great significance at every stage of mental 
growth, though doubtless it is first suggested by the 
contrast of the earliest with the later stages. It means 
that there are alwa3^s whole regions of mental life 
which, though they may be truly said to be present 
in consciousness, are not present to consciousness in 
the sense of being known — i.e., discriminated or intel- 
lectually interpreted ; but they may largely determine 
the character and contents of those regions of mental 
life which are known. Our self-knowledge grows in 
depth and truth whenever something more of what 
is present in consciousness becomes not only present 
in but present to consciousness. 

Whenever the investigation of consciousness is 
pushed so far that its results are required not merely 
to have the highest degree of truth attainable relatively 
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to the present state of our knowledge, but to be ‘ abso- 
lute ’ or ultimate’ — that is, to be a completely adequate 
representation of the reality — then the distinctions on 
which we have been dwelling in the previous chapter 
fall away and can no longer be maintained. It is of 
great importance to recognise this, because in two 
directions we require to place ourselves at such an 
ultimate point of view. One of these is even within 
the limits of scientific investigation, — as regards the 
evolution or genesis of consciousness : we need to dis- 
cuss the nature of the most primitive or germinal form 
of consciousness. What can be said as to its constit- 
uents ? What can be said, positively or negatively, 
as to the absolute beginning of consciousness? The 
other case is in Ethics, where we need to discuss the 
nature of the ideal consciousness, in which the highest 
human faculty on all its sides is completely realised. 
These two extremes resemble one another in tran- 
scending the distinctions which we have to maintain 
when at the stage characteristic of scientific analysis. 
Absolute beginnings and ultimate ends are — not be- 
yond the range of knowledge, but — beyond the range 
of that specialised treatment which we employ in the 
sciences. In such cases we cannot maintain the dis- 
tinction of intellectual apprehension arousing feeling 
and active effort in response, as three fundamental 
and irreducible mental functions”; and great diffi- 
culties are removed when this is borne in mind. It 
is not that the distinction is illusory ; our whole object 
in the previous chapter has been to defend it within its 
proper limits ; but absolute validity cannot be assigned 
to it. The great danger is that the attempt shall be 
made to prove one constituent; of the distinction to be 
fundamental, and to reduce the others to it. In this 
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case the distinction is transcended, from the absolute 
point of view, by simply merging two of the constitU' 
ents in the remaining fundamental one. But when we 
speak of the distinction of intellectual from other con- 
scious functions as having no absolute validity, we do 
not mean that any state of consciousness was ever, or 
will ever, be realised in which any one of the factors is 
wholly merged in any of the others : we mean that in 
the beginning they were at one in a sense in which they 
are not now; and that in the end we may be explicitly 
conscious of their deeper unity in a way in which we 
are not now. As regards the ^ end ’ of consciousness, 
we shall have to illustrate this contention in our con- 
cluding chapter; as regards the * beginning,’ we may 
illustrate it by considering the problems which arise 
when we attempt to explain the origin of volition. 

In the brief analysis of volition which was given in 
the previous chapter it was assumed as self-evident 
that the development of movement, on its psychical 
side, in the individual consciousness, must begin — as 
Professor James has it — with supply of ideas of 
the various movements that are possible, left in the 
memory by experiences of their involuntary (unfore- 
seen) performance.” As Lotze remarks, if it were not 
for such ^involuntary’ action, we could never know 
that our bodies were movable, or that there is a con- 
nection between these movements and mental states. 
There is ample provision for the supply of the motor 
ideas that Professor James alludes to. We know that 
without the least reference to consciousness there is 
physical provision in the nervous system for the accom- 
plishment not only of movements deeply affecting the 
, wellbeing of the organism, and as such controlled 
wholly by its internal, constitution ; but also, of move- 
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ments brought on by any external stimulus which 
affects the organism to its advantage or disadvantage. 
The influence of the stimulus may extend even to elab- 
orate co-ordinations of muscular movements. These 
are of course the acts ordinarity called * reflex ’ or 
^ instinctive ’ : the former term, it would seem, being 
generally applied to the simpler motions, the latter to 
the more complex co-ordinations. But there is no 
uniformity in the .use of either term.^ Let us confine 
ourselves to the use of the term ‘ primarily automatic ’ 
to denote all movements of this kind. All these 
motions result from the given constitution of the in- 
dividual nervous system in connection with which the 
conscious life emerges. 

It is easy to give a general description of voluntary 
action in its developed form ; it involves consciousness 
of an end which we wish by exertion to secure — i.c,^ it 
involves thought (conception), conation, and feeling; 
but when we inquire into the simplest form of volition, 
the difficulties of our general analysis become apparent. 
The fundamental question is, how do movements first 
come to be present to consciousness? We have just 
seen that there is no difficulty in answering it as 
regards the individual being; but when we pass, by 
means of the link afforded in biological heredity, from 
the individual to the race — and we must so pass, if we 
are in search of the simplest form of volition — and ask 
the question then, it wears another aspect ; it then 
means, What is the origin of the primarily automatic 
movements in the organism ? Let us see how far we 
can work back from the present, the known, to the 
unknown, applying in the dark region of the past 

^ Cf. Profes.sor C. LI. Morgan’s article, “ Some Definitions of Instinct,” 
Natural Science^ May 1895. 



278 


THE NATURE OF 


principles of explanation derived from where the light 
is strongest— mental life as we know it now. By this 
means we may test the tdUmaU validit}^ of these 
principles. 

Limiting the view for the moment to the individual^ 
we know that there is provision in what may be called 
the psycho -physical organism for the lowering of con- 
sciously purposive actions to the level of the primarily 
automatic actions which as a class we have been con- 
sidering. Actions learnt at first by careful and re- 
peated efforts may at length be performed automati- 
cally, without any conscious guidance. These acquired 
aptitudes and habits are called by Hartley ' secondarily 
automatic/ a very convenient term, which we shall 
adopt in contrast to ^ primarily automatic.’ The phys- 
ical basis of this lies in the general law, or rather, 
necessary condition, of all growth, physical (organic) 
and psycho-physical,— the persistence of past changes 
but this side of the question does not concern us , here* 
May we, passing from the individual to the race, look 
to the facts of secondarily automatic action for an 
explanation of the primarily automatic ? Is it pos- 
sible that acts which are primarily automatic in the 
individual may be secondarily automatic in the race ? ^ 

We have rejected the idea that organic life may, 
even for the purposes of scientific explanation, be 
merged in a universal locked or closed system of 
motions reciprocally determining one another. If it 
were possible to hold that the vital process might ever 
be shown to be a congeries of physical and chemi- 

^ This theory has been stated by maity TOters; but Professor Wundt 
maintains it with a very full and clear consciousness of its implications in 
Biology and Psychology, What follows, however, is not simply a repro- 
duction of Wundt’s view. . ■ 
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cal processes, then it might be possible to hold — as 
Bain and Spencer do — that spontaneous organic move- 
ments were prior to feeling and conscions volition ; for 
then such movements might plausibly be regarded as 
due to ' unstable’ chemical combinations, or — a some- 
what wilder hypothesis — to the unstable mechanical 
equilibrium of the structural elements of which organic 
matter is composed. But no such explanation of any 
kind of reflex action can be accepted, — quite apart 
from the formidable problem of accounting for con- 
sciousness and its unityd To suppose that purposive 
volition is reflex action grown complicated, and so 
become conscious of itself, is surely just to invert the 
true relation. Our only reliable analogies point to 
the opposite conclusion, that what is irporepov <j>vcr€Cf 
first in the order of nature, is some form of germinally 
conscious impulse. Unless we account in this way 
for the origin of voluntary movements, and indeed 
of all movements, in the evolution of organisms, we 
are left, in the oddest of all ways, with ‘^arbitrary 
freaks of some incomprehensible power of unmotived 
willing” upon our hands, in the shape of the primitive 
reflex actions ; for if these are not due to the instability 
of chemical and mechanical equilibria, they must be 
due to a real preponderant influence of the psychical 
side of the psycho - physical organism, whereby the 
movement of the latter is determined in a particular 
direction.'^ Or if you are stubbornly resolved to deny 
the possibility of such influence, you must hypostatise 

^ Spencer’s theory supposes a point reached at which the mechanical 
reflexes block each other, when in some unexplained way consciousness 
supervenes. 

^ I express the fact thus, in order , to avoid suggesting that bare mind 
acts on bare body, by impact as it were., 
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a " variant principle ’ acting within the organism, or 
give up the problem as hopeless. 

What, then, can we say as to the nature of the 
' germinally conscious impulse ’ ? 

Keeping to the general analysis of mind which we 
have already formulated, we are obliged to conclude 
that the simplest possible purposive movement means, 
psychologically, attention to a motor representation 
(or image) under the stimulus of feeling excited by a 
sensory presentation. But in fact the simplest pos- 
sible purposive movement cannot be of this kind, for 
this implies previous movements whose residual traces 
{i,e,y the motor images) are left in consciousness. 
Since we have rejected the view that these previous 
movements can be explained without reference to con- 
sciousness or any kind of subjective condition, we must 
suppose them to have been due directly to feeling ex- 
cited by a sensory presentation without the mediation 
of any kind of motor presentation. But this conclu- 
sion is thoroughly unsatisfactory. Where physiologi- 
cal diiferentiation is so limited that there are no dis- 
tinct motor nerves, then there are no distinct sensory 
nerves. If differentiation of presentations is the 
psychical parallel of differentiation of nervous struc- 
ture, we seem forbidden to assume the possibility, on 
the psychical side, of sensory presentations appearing 
without their motor correlatives. General considera- 
tions, as to the character of mental growth, should 
also lead us to assume that at the stage of conscious- 
ness where distinct sensory presentations are found, 
distinct motor presentations are also found ; and that 
as the distinction of sensory presentations from one 
another becomes evanescent, so does the distinction 
of sensory from motor presentations. Physiological 
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considerations suggest forcibly that both emerge to- 
gether, as forms of noetic consciousness — as con- 
tents distinguishable (in some degree) by the con- 
sciousness for which they existd Physiologically we 
cannot even speak of a definite simplest possible pur- 
posive movement/’ or argue from the assumption of 
such a thing. We cannot represent in intelligible 
terms the rise of motor presentations, any more than 
the rise of sensory ; we can conceive the differentiation 
of both, but not the absolute origination of either. 

Granting, then, that in the primitive consciousness 
these distinctions are evanescent — in other words, 
that the noetic consciousness involved in their dis- 
crimination is evanescent — can we suppose that what 
we analytically know as feeling (pleasure and pain) 
has a place in it ? The only analogy to be suggested 
for this primitive feeling probably consists of those 
bodily and organic feelings of ours in which the con- 
ditioning presentation is undiscriminated. But in these 
cases the more intense the feeling is, the more defin- 
itely it is localised. In those broad, massive, diffused 
organic sensations whose feeling-tones are not definite 
pleasure or definite pain — and which, even when we 
reflect about them, are only localised vaguely as being 
somehow ^in us ’ — we probably have the best analogue 
of the contents of the primitive consciousness. This 
view has a physiological basis, for these feelings ’ 
attend the most general vital functions. Professor 
James suggests a ^bumng in the ear’ as least in- 
adequately representing the earliest form of con- 
sciousness ; but of course this resemblance is only 
that of a metaphor, though the metaphor ‘ is doubt- 

^ I of course assume a contmums growth in range and power of intel- 
lectual functions through the animal kingdom up to man. 
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less a good one. Our conclusion therefore must be, 
that just to the extent to which presentations are un- 
differentiated from one another, and undistinguished, to 
that extent feeling and conation are not distinguished 
from one another or from presentations. 

Let us see how far Biology affords help to a sat- 
isfactory psychological conclusion on this obscure 
question. We are postulating a form of consciousness 
as the primary condition of organic movements, while 
Biology has to deal with certain general characteristics 
of these movements in relation to the environment, 
and may therefore be expected to throw light on the 
nature of the consciousness which is their condition. 
What are the general characteristics of living beings 
which are strictly necessary in order that biological 
evolution may be possible? 

Recent discussions in the biological world seem to 
have limited the range and importance of ^ Natural 
Selection,' but still leave it as a vera causa of the 
evolutionary process. Natural Selection is a purely 
physical, even a quasi-mechanical process by which 
some organisms more fitted to certain recurring situ- 
ations than others — and having therefore better oppor- 
tunities of coping with the actual difficulties incident 
to the ^struggle for existence' — survive longer than 
the others and have more opportunity of propagat- 
ing their like. The ^struggle for existence' signifies 
simply that every creature must work for its living, 
to use a familiar phrase, and in part can only do it 
at the expense of other forms of life. The dawn and 
development of social consciousness among . animals 
tends to make this a struggle much less between 
individuals than between groups. This ^struggle’ of 
course presupposes the continual occurrence of vari- 
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ations (slight or the reverse), from which the favour- 
able are ^ naturally selected.’ Modern biology is also 
beginning to recognise that another vera causa- of the 
gradual development of new races of animals is the 
continual activity and efforts of the animals them- 
selves. This is simply a partial return to the doctrine 
of Lamarck and Erasmus Darwin. Charles Darwin 
and his early followers failed entirely to do justice 
to the Lamarckian view ; ^ but now there is distinct 
evidence — particularly in France and America — that 
a change is taking place, although Weismann and 
his followers in England and Germany maintain a 
vigorous opposition to all movement in the direction 
of Lamarckian principles. The latter are distinctly 
opposed to the doctrine which regards the mechanical 
forces of the environment, together with the excessive 
multiplication of life, and the (usually) small variations 
inevitably associated with reproduction, as the sole 
determinants of the evolutionary process. This is 
the extreme or ‘ ultra- Darwinian ’ view. The essence 
of Darwin’s theory, in its more moderate form as 
stated above, is that, as a rule, organs grow*’ because 
they are useful, because they are needed, —thsit this 
is the chief though not the exclusive cause of their 
development and perfection. But they are needed 
because of the attitude which the creature takes up 
towards its environment : changed circumstances lead 
to new wants, and hence to new habits of action, 
and hence to the modification of organs through the 
effects of use and disuse, which are inherited; these 
are the 'Lamarckian factors.’ But it would seem 

^ This has been -well illustrated by S. Butler in his writings on Evolu- 
tion, especially in Evohttion Old and New.; CL Osborn, From the Greeks 
io Darwm, p, ........ ' ' '''' 
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that we may even go further than Lamarck in em- 
phasising the importance of the element of subjective 
activity. The attitude which the creature adopts 
to\vards its circumstances is not w^holly determined 
by those circumstances, but partly by causes in 
advance of them ; we may say that evolution is 
possible only because a spirit of hopeful endeavour 
possesses everything — there is something in every 
creature such that its action is in advance of its 
experience, at every stage of its growth ; it acts 
spontaneously, and learns by acting, and in learning 
qualifies itself for a new sphere of life, with which 
come new experiences and fresh enterprises. Water- 
creatures did not first acquire lungs, and then proceed 
to live on land, nor did the creeping things of the 
earth first grow wings and then attempt to fly ; these 
organs became developed because they were needed, 
and they were needed because trials were made in 
advance of experience, — trials which there was nothing 
in past experience to justify. 

Thus the conclusion is that in every creature, organ- 
ism, or animal there is an indwelling principle which — 
however little else Biology may be able to say about it 
— is in effect a Wille zum Lehoi^ a conatns, an epm or 
striving on the part of every living thing not only to 
keep itself alive, but to increase the scope and fulness 
of its life. It is a significant fact that the greatest 
thinkers, prophets, and philosophers of the Eastern 
and Western worlds, have recognised such a principle 
operative through all creatures, and being more than 
the sum of all, — though they have given very different 
accounts of its nature and tendency. But it is not 
relevant to our present purpose , to discuss the signifi- 
cance of the conception when expressed in this general 
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form ; we must consider how far our general anal3'sis of 
mind enables us to particularise it more. We saw how 
this analysis required us to regard the most primitive 
organic activities as prompted directly by feeling, with- 
out the mediation of any kind of motor representation- 
We were obliged to reject this conclusion, and to deny 
the validity of the analysis for a primitive conscious- 
ness. We have now to see that still more unsatisfactory 
results follow from it, if it is thus valid. In our dis- 
cussion of this point it was implied that the feeling 
itself is aroused entirely by whatever vaguely differ- 
entiated presentational content the creature’s conscious- 
ness is susceptible of receiving. Now such content is 
simply as much of the environment as the creature is 
capable of perceiving. Thus in effect our implication 
was, that all the creature’s acts are executed in re- 
sponse to changes in the environment. But we have 
seen that the facts of life and growth in general forbid 
this conclusion ; in the individual and in the race they 
would be impossible but for the continual occurrence 
of action in advance of experience and environment. 
Translated into psychological terms (assuming the 
ultimate validity of the general analysis), this is to say 
that the most primitive consciousness consisted of pure 
feeling (pleasure or pain) only; and that all through 
mental development feeling is absolute — i,e,, is (as it 
were) a self-sustaining stream of tendency, uprising 
from the very roots of our being, and determining the 
course of growth which other mental functions shall 
take.^ If feeling means here just what it does for the 
analytical psychologist — if feeling means pleasure or 

^ This %dew— -at least in reference to the earliest forms of consciousness— 
is maintained on general grounds by Stanley, Studies in the Evolutionary 
Psychology of Feeling. Cf. also the well-known doctrine of Horwicz ; and 
more recently, Ribot, Psychology of. the Emotions (Eng. Tr.) 
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pain, as such, and Gefiihl means Lust oder Unlust — then 
this view is not only one-sided but essentially irrationaL 
Any pleasure or pain with this absolute character is 
unknown in our experience. For, as w^e have shown, 
these terms represent psychological abstractions, just 
as ^ motion ’ represents a physical abstraction. As 
there can be no motion which is not a motion of some- 
thing in a particular direction and with a particular 
velocity, so an unconditioned pleasure or pain can 
never be a distinct fact of consciousness. It is only the 
ambiguity of the terms Feeling and Gefiihl, which makes 
such a view seem conceivable. For if the terms are 
not used in the technical sense of pure pleasure or pure 
pain, but signify something fundamental in conscious 
life, then the special objections which we have noted 
must fall away. If ^ feeling ’ means a form of conscious- 
ness which is not pleasure, or pain, or conation, or in- 
tellection, but is at once none of these and all of them — 
in other words, if the term means a form of conscious- 
ness in which these differences have not yet emerged — 
then there is nothing irrational in regarding this as the 
type of the primitive consciousness. Such a conclusion 
we have already stated in another form.^ 

Equally irrational is it to regard mere impulse or 
THeh as primordial or fundamental in conscious life. 
I do not say that Wundt or any one has really held this 
view in its naked absurdity ; but many have spoken and 
written as if they held it. If these terms, and others 
such as ^ instinct of self-conservation,’ signify the un- 
differentiated form of consciousness which I have been 
speaking of, then they are admissible ; for the influence 
of this consciousness in determining the tendency of 
organic movements — of such organic movements 
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as the creature is physically capable of — may be figu- 
ratively described as ^ impulse/ But such metaphors 
are misleading, for they suggest a blind effort or striv- 
ing onwards, — an ' instinct ’ which is indistinguishable 
from a mere mechanical vis a tergo. The contents of 
the primitive consciousness, therefore, are not impulse 
as opposed to feeling and intellection, — are not any one 
of these three as opposed to or even as distinct from the 
others. Dr Ward’s view that feeling is derh'ative from 
the impeded or unimpeded exercise of psychical activity 
seems to tend away from the truth in this matter, if 
it implies that conscious beings are ' before all things ’ 
or essentially ’ active} It would seem, on the contrary, 
that ps3’chical life begins with a vague mass of sentience 
or undefined consciousness which can hardly as yet 
be described even as general awareness. But, as Mr 
Bradley has said, it is ' undefined ’ or ^ undifferentiated ’ 
only in the sense of ""not yet being broken up into 
terms and relations;” it is ""not "undifferentiated,’ 
if that means that it contains no diverse aspects.”^ 
Thus the "" general analysis of consciousness in the 
concrete ” seems to break down if taken to be absolutely 
valid — ix.j if taken to be applicable primordially, to the 
ultimate beginnings of consciousness, or fundamentally, 
to its ultimate Ground. The former application rather 
than the latter has been, so to speak, the centre of 
gravity of the preceding observations ; but the two ai'e 
closely related, and their relation is significant. Every 
inquiry into absolute beginnings " in time ’ tends to re- 
solve itself into one concerning the possibility of real 
conditions which transcend time altogether. We must 

^ Professor Ward holds this view, side , by side with the view that all 
psychical activity is feeling-prompted, without correlating the two. 

; jWmdf No, 20, p. 472. - , 
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refer to this Ground for the origin of the deeper prin- 
ciple of movement immanent in all life ; but this 
question cannot be discussed apart from considera- 
tions determining a general ontological position. 

In order to get a clearer view of the implications 
of such a conclusion, let us go back as far as we can 
towards the beginning of life; remembering always 
that Mife/ as suggesting an indefinite continuum or 
a life - in - general, is a misleading abstraction. Life 
only exists in numerically distinguishable living beings 
or organisms, — however undeveloped in structure each 
of these may be. This is the least that we can mean 
by the term ^life’; and in this sense we cannot con- 
ceive life beginning, but only life begun. Our prin- 
ciple requires us to postulate sentience as the initial 
stage in the germinal development of consciousness 
in relation to any such organism; but the germ of 
w^hat we know as the individual consciousness or 
^ finite^ centre ’ cannot take form until vague sensory 
and motor presentations have emerged. We must 
observe, in passing, that to regard sentience as pri- 
mordial is not to regard presentations as ‘evolved’ 
from ‘feeling’ (Horwicz). According to the principle 
of development formulated in the previous chapter, no 
difference which has newly emerged in consciousness 
can be explained as merely the effect of previous differ- 
ences. In the beginning, therefore, movements are 
prompted b)^ a sentient consciousness which depends 
ultimately on a deeper principle as its Ground ; the 
latter is the source of “ action in advance of experi- 
ence.” The earlier stages in the differentiation of 
the movements thus , prompted are largely helped by 
Natural Selection, which weeds out those organisms 
whose movements are , unfitted to their continued life 
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in the given environment ; and it is certain that much 
of this primitive diffusive movement must be so. The 
outward character of such movement is of course not 
a matter of chance ’ ; it is determined by the structure 
of the organism, which is only very slightly developed, 
and admits (we may suppose) only of a blind indefinite 
struggle, 

I shall not attempt to illustrate in detail the bio- 
logical significance of the deeper principle of movement 
which we have postulated ; but without it the morpho- 
logical transitions in the evolution of species are surely 
inexplicable. It would not be possible to illustrate 
this fully without entering into some difficult and dis- 
puted questions concerning heredity and variation ; 
these questions become increasingly difficult the closer 
we get to the beginnings of life, when ' forms come 
structurally nearer and nearer to one another, so that 
Natural Selection has a smaller and smaller amount 
of material to work upon, — and when the very modes 
of generation and reproduction are quite different fi"om 
what they are in the more complex organisms. Yet 
it is just at this dark stage that movement and sentient 
consciousness begin. Let us suppose^ that we have 
got beyond the stage of mere sentience : in other words, 
that Natural Selection has presented us with a creature 
so far differentiated, psycho-physically, that it is pos- 
sible for an indefinite though painful sensory impression 
to be relieved by an indefinite movement, — a change 
of place, let us say ; this movement will leave a vague 
'mental residuum,’ a motor representation, and it is 
then possible for an association to be effected between 
the latter and the sensory impression. This associa- 

i Of course I am not attempting, to explain this process of development, 
but only to describe it, as far back as possible. 
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tion when effected is the foundation for further advance^, 
the nature of which has been clearly indicated by Pro- 
fessor Bain ; but we cannot bring association to bear, 
as an explaining principle, until voluntary movement 
— movement in relief of feeling — is fairly originated. 
To this association will correspond, on the physical 
side, what we may call a consolidation of nervous 
centres ; so that when the occasion arises for the 
repetition of the movement, they will accommodate 
themselves to it more readily — ix,, it wall be accom- 
plished with less effort. New sources of feeling are 
rendered possible through the activity prompted by the 
old : the movement prompted by a painful impression 
introduces new impressions which may become objects 
of emotional welcome or repulse. Throughout we 
must remember the deeper source of activity, since 
we have to do not merely with a growing organism, 
but an organism which is the type of a certain stage 
in a growing race : the metaphysical problem of the 
fundamental unity of the successive terms in this racial 
growth is the problem whose surface biology is stirring 
when dealing with heredity. 

The view of the primitive consciousness w^hich has 
here been defended differs in an important respect 
from what I understand to be the view of Dr Ward 
and Professor Wundt, who seem to argue on the 
supposition that mental life in its earliest beginnings 
is more fittingly expressed in terms of mere impulse, 
or (in Wundt’s case) of feeling regarded as impulsive. 
But in common with their view, ours has an em- 
barrassment to face. We look to the working of an 
indwelling psychical principle — by which the organism 
learns to act one way in presence of the favourable, 
another way in the presence of the unfavourable — 
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to explain the facts of adaptation, instinct, in 
animal life. But what is to be said of plant life ? 
Here we have boundless variation, we have growth 
and outwardly purposive action (which often exactly 
parallels " instinct ’ in animals) ; hence it may be 
objected, against our view, that if these facts of plant 
life can be explained without assuming the operation 
of any such principle — and the paradox of regarding 
plants as beseelt ought to be the very last position in 
which to rest — why cannot the corresponding facts 
of animal life ? I can only suggest this question, and 
note Wundt’s conclusion, that we must regard plants 
as descended from forms of life which we may in- 
teiligibly say were beseelt. Of special interest, in this 
connection, is Henslow’s theory of self-adaptation ’ 
in plants, which ascribes to vegetable protoplasm a 
capacity for adaptive reactions. But the co-operation 
of Natural Selection would still be necessary. I only 
refer to Henslow’s theory here, because, as far as 
I can see, the evidence which he has collected has 
an important bearing on Wundt’s view.^ 

§ 4. We have thus illustrated the principle at which 
we arrived in the early part of this chapter by apply- 
ing it to the nature of human volition in the developed 
consciousness, and the manner of its origin in the 
history of the race. Conclusions which will w^ork 
if taken as containing truth — in solution, as it were 
— or, as we may otherwise express it, which are sym- 
bolically true, become unworkable and even self- 
contradictory if taken as absolutely true. Criticism 
of any theory may be perfectly valid on the latter 
view of its truth, and yet be, worthless on the former 

^ Of. Heiislow’s Floral StritcUires (International Scientific Series). 
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view of it. Any such theory, however concrete or 
abstract are the terms in which it is expressed, 
whether it is a ps3^chological generalisation or some 
one s statement of a personal characteristic of his 
own — comes under the head of self-consciousness. 
Self-consciousness is a mode of knowledge — the most 
superficial or the most fundamental, according to the 
degree of truth which we understand it to have 
attained; but when philosophically anatysed, it is 
seen to be always the most fundamental. It is the 
knowledge which the self, the only self that exists, 
the real concrete self, which is neither ^ empirical ' 
nor 'transcendental,’ has of its own being, or some 
aspect thereof. The knowledge which this self has 
of itself shares the imperfections of all knowledge in 
being a ver^^ fragmentary and merely symbolic pres- 
entation of the reality to which it refers. Whether 
we regard self-consciousness, when fundamentally de- 
veloped, as finite or not, depends on considerations 
arising out of a general metaphysical position. If 
we have to conclude that the human self has a finite 
and an infinite side, then self-consciousness is merely 
finite, only in so far as we have not learnt to know 
the real constitution of our nature. 

Much instruction may be derived even from a brief 
examination of Kant’s ideas about the nature of self- 
consciousness, in connection with the masterly ex- 
position of them given by Dr Edward Caird.^ 

Kant’s way of treating this topic seems to be de- 
termined by his revulsion from a certain form of 
' Idealism ’ which sought to maintain that a man’s 
consciousness of 'external things’ m space is less 
essentially reliable and certain than his consciousness 

^ Caird^s Critical I*kilosophy of Kant ^ voi. i. p. 605 ff. 
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of his own existence as an individnal. Kant’s general 
reply to this contention becomes much more intel- 
ligible when we consider separately the two aspects 
of it, which have regard to the ^ poles ’ of sense and 
thought respectively. As regards Perception — that 
is, as regards thought working in immediate connec- 
tion with the material of sentience^ — this 'Idealism’ 
would mean that in some sense the matter of 'ex- 
ternal’ perception, under the forms of space and 
time, is less real than that of ' internal ’ perception, 
under the form of time only. We are supposed to 
have as an absolute and irreducible fact a perception 
of 'subjective states’ or 'inner phenomena,’ which 
constitute our own existence in time, while the per- 
ception of ' outer phenomena ’ is somehow problematic. 
It will be observed that from our point of view even 
this form of statement is inadmissible. There is no 
perception, inner or outer, which is not a mode of 
thought - knowledge, due to the activity of thought 
organising into knowledge, or intelligible fact, a back- 
ground of sentiency. Though the sentient conscious- 
ness has diverse aspects, it is meaningless to speak 
of one of these aspects as being more real than an- 
other; and they do not constitute knowledge until 
thought has gone to work upon them : so that the 
problem of ' Idealism ’ is really that of the relation 
between world -knowledge and self-knowledge, in the 
form in which we have already expressed it. But 
Kant begins by distinguishing the two kinds of per- 
ception, and thus he assumes two parallel kinds of 
experience, — ' inner ’ and ' outer.’ We must notice 
a variety of hopeless perplexities to which this view 


^ Cf. ch. Appendix. 
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(i.) In effect Kant argues against the ^ Idealism ' 
which he has in view, that the perception of time is 
impossible apart from the pei^ception of space. This 
seems undeniable if we examine their relation as forms 
of ' outer ’ experience. Change of qualities consists in 
one disappearing to give place to another which comes 
after it ; the quality Q comes in the place-where of the 
quality P, but in the time -after of P. Now if P had 
not a ' place - where/ a spatial position, it would be 
impossible to perceive Q coming after it ; unless there 
were other qualities in the real, simnltaneously with P, 
the change P-Q could never have been perceived; and 
the other qualities, real at the same time as P and Q, 
could not have been distinguished from them without 
space. In more general terms : to perceive a succes- 
sion or ^ becoming ’ of qualities requires simultaneously 
real qualities in contrast with which the succession is 
perceived, and those perceived qualities must be per- 
manent relatively to this perceived succession; and 
this perceptive simultaneity and permanence requires 
space. As forms of the perceptively objective world, 
of the fragment which projects itself in space before 
us, time and space seem to be co-ordinate ; to perceive 
qualities occupying the same time (simultaneous qual- 
ities) requires space as well as time ; none the less, to 
perceive qualities occupying the same space (after one 
another) requires time as well as space. 

But this does not show in the least what relation 
the so-called ‘ perception ’ of our " inner ’ states, in time 
only, has to that of spatial objects in time. Or, rather : 
if in strictness nothing can be perceived as an object 
in time unless it is also an object in space, it must 
follow either that our inner states ’ are extended, are 
themselves spatial, or that there is no ‘perception’ of 
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them at all in the sense in which there is a perception 
of spatial objects; in other words, that our awareness 
of our own conscious states is not pai'allel to the so- 
called ^ perception ’ of extended things. The doctrine 
that all conscious states as such are ^ unextended ' is a 
traditional convention which if thoroughly examined 
would probably be found lacking in coherence and 
resting on very insecure foundations ; but I shall not 
inquire further into this, for it would not be fruitful in 
any results relevant to our present purpose. We shall 
see that the second alternative remains valid ; there is 
no parallelism between the two kinds of ' perception.’ 

(ii.) Kant’s view that self-knowledge is drawn by an 
^ inner sense ’ from ‘ inner experience/ corresponding to 
the ^ outer sense,’ leads to some curious consequences 
,when taken in connection with his first view of the 
Ding an sich, as a ^ most real world ’ which acts on the 
real mind or Subject and creates sensations in it. As 
long as this line of thought is to the front, the contrast 
of the a priori and a posteriori elements in knowledge 
becomes identical with that of subjective and objective 
in the objectionable sense: so that the factors 

(those due to the structure of the mind itself) are sub- 
jective in the sense of being not true of reality, and, as 
some one aptly said, ^‘Whatever we are obliged to 
think by the necessity of intelligence, is thereby con- 
demned as untrue.” Thus when Kant has this con- 
ception in his mind, the a priori character of perceived 
space must mean that it is a supersensational mental 
product, its ^ matter ’ beihg given from without. For 
space to be a posteriori or condition of things in 
themselves ” would mean that it is put into the mind 
from without — mirrored there — ^and exists indepen- 
dently of all mind just as it is when perceived. Kant 
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professes to the impossibility of this hj^po- 

thesis; but we must recognise that the very idea 
becomes absurd if we reject the preconception that I 
refer to — that we are to regard the objective world as 
the creative source of all in our experience that can- 
not be treated as a mental product. Apart from 
this notion, space (as perceived) takes its true posi- 
tion as ^ subjective^ in the sense of existing only in 
its presence to an individual mind, and as ' objec- 
tive’ in relation to that individual’s successive ideas 
and thoughts. The phenomenality of perceived space 
means simply its fragmentariness, its want of absolute 
reality, f.e., of self-explaining or self-existent character. 
This is the view that may be learnt from Kant’s deeper 
thought ; but traces of the other view are undeniably 
to be detected in the Transcendental Msthetio : space is 
then a mere phenomenon, sensations by being taken 
up into the mental form of spatial perception become 
as it were a veil shutting us out from the real nature 
of the causal agencies which produce the sensations. 
The same remark applies to perceived time. Now 
time is a form of ‘inner sense’ as well as of ‘outer 
sense’; thus we know even our own conscious states 
merely as phenomena and not as they are ‘in them- 
selves,’^ This is surely a reducUo ad abs%irdnm of the 
relativistic superstition. 

(iii.) We are bound to take the deeper view of the 
Ding an sich, according to which it is the ultimate 
Ground of existence — the object of reference in logical 
and scientific judgments. 

Hitherto we have been examining the ‘ Idealism,’ 
which Kant is controverting, in respect of sense-know- 
ledge — as facing, so to speak, towards sentience. In 
^ Cf. Cair(^> vol. i p. 606. 
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this case it is a question of the relation between the 
two conscious functions regarded rather as fads than 
as modes of knowledge. As facing towards thought- 
knowledge, the theory requires to be stated in another 
form. We are now dealing with knowledge as such 
— knowledge as a native function of intelligence. The 
position would be, that our consciousness of an ob- 
jective system or world (the objective reference in 
thought) is some kind of logical inference and therefore 
possibly false, while our knowledge of conscious states 
as such is absolutely certain. This is the position of 
Descartes; but the ‘objective system’ in his view is 
the world of extension and motion, — Kant’s ‘pheno- 
mena of the outer sense,’ which are treated by Descartes 
as ‘ things in themselves,’ that is, as existing indepen- 
dently of all percipient consciousness under the same 
conditions (of extension and its derivatives) as they 
have when present to consciousness. Thus, since Kant 
has the ‘ Idealism ’ of Descartes in view, he does not 
consider the question under its two aspects of Per- 
ception and Thought.^ For he seems to combine two 
attempts ; to show that external perception (of spatial 
objects) is no less real, as a matter of fact, than in- 
ternal perception ; and to show that our intellectual 
awareness of an objective (relatively independent) 
world is no less certain, as a matter of knowledge, 
than our awareness of our conscious processes as such. 
Hence he has been supposed to be meaning to prove 
the reality of the Ding an sich, and even to be trying to 
prove that the Ding an sich consists of objects in space. 
The latter notion is absurd in view of Kant’s general 

^ I hope that in the present section and in ch. hi. I have made it clear 
that this is no distinction of two separate iiinctions, but of two degrees in 
the operation of one function. , ; 
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doctrine ; and I may take it as proven, by the exposi- 
tions of Professor Adamson and Dr Caird, that he is 
not concerned to prove the reality of the Ding an sich? 

The objective knowledge which Kant has in view is 
acquired by the interpretation of phenomena through 
certain principles, which are produced by the structure 
of intelligence as it grows, just as the growth of a living 
body consists in the production of vital organs. The 
most essential of these principles are those by which 
the relations of substantiality, causality, and reciprocity 
are established. ‘The last of these, according to the 
doctrine of the K. d. R, V., is the highest ^category’ 
(interpretative principle) of objective or scientific know- 
ledge. By the establishment of these relations thought 
organises sentience into knowledge. If asked to give, 
in a few words, a definition of the sentient side of 
consciousness, I should say: the more we know^ the 
more we know it. It is the immediate presence of 
Reality in us which thought inevitably begins by 
shattering and making into an apparent barrier between 
us and the truth of Reality. Before reading the objective 
categories into the aTreipov of sentience, our intelligence 
forms it in such a way that it becomes present to us 
under the conditions of space and time. As we have 
seen (ch. iii., Appendix ; and elsewhere), we are not pre- 
cluded from supposing that in sentience there are real 
differences which intelligence transforms into relations 
and distinctions between terms. Now there are certain 
time-relations in whose intellectual formation lies the 
germ of the three fundamental categories which make 

^ In ch. iii. (Appendix) I have .shown that the real objective world (the 
world of reference in Judgment)- is not adequately I’epresented either by 
Kant’s ‘outer phenomena’ or by hiS; ‘thing in itself,’ for, as it seems to me, 
he assigns a partly false posUion! to , both of these, — even when we discard 
the erroneous line of thought, to, which I have just referred (H.) 
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scientific knowledge possible : the lower use of intelli- 
gence prepares the way for the higher. These time- 
relations, which Kant calls schemata, are as follows : 
(i) Permanence. A group of qualities, remaining (on 
the whole) coherent in the same manner, is the first 
foothold, as it were, which intelligence finds in interpre- 
ting by the principle of substantiality ; or, on our view 
(ch. iii,), by the principle of individuality. Kant does 
not contemplate this view, but it at once adapts itself 
to his doctrine here. In the growth of knowdedge such 
provisional interpretations have constantly to be broken 
up ; but if there were no such permanent coherences 
we could never begin to refer the conception of indivi- 
duality to the real. (2) Succession. If there were no 
general uniformities of succession in the events of ex- 
perience, it would be impossible to interpret them by 
the principle of causality — i.e,, to think of one individ- 
uality as affecting another* Here, again, to a great 
extent the starting-point is provisional, and ma}^ be 
entirely reconstructed with the growth of knowledge. 
(3) Coexistence. In addition to these (roughty speaking) 
recurring relations^ of antecedence and consequence, 
there are recurring relations of coexistence, which form 
the provisional starting-point for interpreting things as 
reciprocally acting on one another. The provisional 
footholds in every case are, as we have said, themselves 
formed by intelligence in a lower function of it ; the 
products of the lower function are broken up and re- 
constructed by the higher. , 

1 1 say * roughly speaking,’ to mark off this view from that of Positivisiii, 
which regards these uniformities as so universal and regular as to admit of 
systematic codification (scientific knowledge). This seems a pure fiction : 
cf. Balfour, Fozindaiwns of Belief ^ p. 130. Knowledge consists, not in 
systematising these relations, but m penetrating through them to something 
deeper. _ . ■ -■/. : 
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The foregoing is a very compressed statement of 
Kant’s view with regard to scientific knowledge as 
based on "outer experience.’ What then is to be said 
of our knowledge of "inner experience/ in time only, 
which Kant begins by treating as parallel to " outer ’ ? 
In the first edition he leaves us to suppose that the 
same principles of explanation (substance, causality, 
reciprocity) are applicable to inner experience, to our 
successive conscious states. But this is evidently 
impossible, for if " inner states ’ are merely in time, 
the conditions for their interpretation through the 
categories are wanting.^ Thus, if we have any know- 
ledge of ourselves at all, it is not parallel to the 
scientific knowledge of " outer ’ events, — a conclusion at 
which we have already arrived (i.) This, as Dr Caird 
has shown, is Kant’s view in the second edition: the 
scientific use of the categories of the understanding 
applies only to outer experience. Self-consciousness 
means essentially a consciousness of the process on our 
part by which knowledge of the world around us is 
realised. ""The former consciousness,” says Kant in 
effect, "" is a consciousness of what was involved in the 
latter, — a consciousness of that determination of the 
inner life of the subject by which knowledge of an 
object is realised. Properly speaking, it is only in this 
last reflection that the distinction of inner and outer 
experience of self-knowledge and world-knowledge] 
emerges, while at the same time they are seen to be 
correlates of each other.”,^ This is essentially Kant’s 
reply to the Cartesian doctrine. Logically taken, 
Kant’s view signifies that the whole self of man is 
exhaustively realised in scientific knowledge through 
the categories, with " reciprocity ’ as the limit of such 

^ Cf, Adamson^? p. 68., , ., 2 Q^ird, vol, i. p, 616. 



SELF-KKOWLEliGE. 


301 


knowledge : or it signifies that we have no avvareness 
of any other function of our nature but this. On Kanf s 
own showing such a view is thoroughly inadequate and 
one-sided ; for he speaks of feeling (pleasure and pain) 
and will, die gar nickt Erkenntnisse sind; how do we 
become aware of these ? And again, we are conscious 
of ethical obligation and of beauty, each (as it were) 
from a superpersonal source ; and these directions of 
our activity — to the consideration of which Eant devotes 
two separate treatises — cannot be brought under the 
head of scientific knowledge. What precisely is the 
defect in Kant’s view of self-knowledge ? 

Dr Caird says : Kant’s argument realty points to 
two ^ aspects ’ of experience, regarded as a determina- 
tion of objects [in the way of knowledge] and regarded 
as involving a subjective process: in this point of view, 
self-knowledge is simply world -knowledge under a re- 
flection that brings the two sides into relation with 
each other. But Kant continually speaks as if it were 
a distinction of two objects in one experience, though he 
qualifies this by pointing out that the object of self- 
knowledge cannot be determined in the same way as 
the objects of world-knowledge. The inadequacy, how- 
ever, belongs not to the object of self-knowledge but to 
the categories under which it is proposed to bring it ; 
as self-knowledge is world-knowledge and something 
more, it requires higher categories to explain it.” ^ But 
how are these categories derived ? Have we corrected 
the inadequacy of Kant’s view,— that self-consciousness 
is wholly realised in the consciousness of scientific 
knowledge, — when we have made this consciousness of 

1 0 /. dL, voL i p. 637. In this passage I have ventured to substitute 
‘self-knowledge' and ‘ world-knowledge ' respectively for ‘inner experi- 
ence’ and ‘outer experience.', 



302 


THE NATURE OF SELF-KNOWLEDGE. 


objective cognition mean a consciousness of the implica- 
tions and presuppositions of science about the universe, 
that the universe is an ‘ intelligible system, and so on ? 
More than once, through the preceding chapters, we 
have come in contact with this view. A fuller state- 
ment of the grounds on which we reject it must be 
reserved for the two chapters which follow. 
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APPENDIX. 

ON BIOLOGICAL THEORIES OF EVOLUTION. 

In what follows I shall have to trespass, slightly, in the 
domain of the specialist. It is necessary to protest against 
the idea that no one can profitably discuss the validity of a 
scientific theory unless he is familiar with all the specialised 
inquiries included in that science. When all is said that 
deference to authority demands, the fact remains that before a 
theory can be true it must be sufficiently clear, distinct, and 
coherent to be intelligible ; and from this point of view it may 
best be tested by one who is in the first place not a specialist, 
but a clear and accurate thinker. It is astonishing to observe 
the unwillingness of the most able special students to engage 
in necessary criticism of this kind ; constant concentration on 
the details seems to obscure the importance of obtaining a 
clear view of the whole. Yet unless the details are viewed 
in their connection with one another and as a whole, there can 
be no scientific truth — no explanation of anything. Plato 
was surely right when he said that true science consists in 
seeing things together. 

We have already dwelt on the unscientific character of the 
tempting assumption, that because particular organic processes 
can be most profitably investigated by being practically treated 
as if they were resolvable into their mechanical conditions^ 
therefore the organism of whose life these processes form a 
part can be explained in terms of mechanical agents. Pro- 
fessor Sanderson — in his address to the British Association, 
to which I have elsewhere referred — brings out with admirable 
clearness two things : it is true, on the one hand, that par- 
ticular factors in the vital process, when isolated, may be 
made more intelligible by being treated as purely physical and 
chemical; but it is equally true, on the other hand, that the 
co-ordination of these factors cannot ever, as far as we can 
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seej lie explained. Professor Sanderson definitely adopts 
the standpoint 'of 'a naturalist known as TreviraiiuSj who 
(writing early in the present century) was the first to formulate 
the idea of a science of life, Treviranus held that science 
cannot explain the origin of organic life, but must begin 
hy assuming it ; and be found that the fundamental character- 
istic of organic life is, that the activities of each living creature 
arc oiade in the interests of itself' as- a whole. The kasf 
■'That : we 02a II of' an organism is, a being 
) whose actions evince adaptation :or parposivcness ; this is the 
notion on which biology and physiology are built. Let us 
then- ■ state fully this .prineiple. that life ni'iist., at least involve 
’ . :,faclaptation.l. , (r ) It signifies that every organism is a unity, 
/.o, not a mere aggregate of parts which are capable of exist- 
ing se]}arateiy without losing their character, but a system- 
atised unity of members, each of wiiich, as the organism 
develops, appears with a distinct place and function. Each 
member is useless apart from the whole ; an amputated limb 
is not even a limb. The unique way in which these members 
belong together— a way entirely different from that in wdiich 
if;:;The;'''|mrts' material body 'belong .together — is what is 
meant hy the unity of the organism. (2) It also signifies that 
every organism is able to maintain itself, — the Tinity ’ involves 
within it some source of activity such that it is self-sustained : 
activity, as Proiessor Sanderson remarked, is an essential 
attribute of the organism, indispensable for its growth, and 
not merely a series of incidents in that growth. This charac- 
teristic,^ appears first in the way in \vhich the creature adapts 
itself to changes in the surrounding circumstances w^hich affect 
it. Yet not only must the creature be capable of thus re- 
sponding to its outward experience, but it must also be capa- 
ble of acting in advance of its experience; it has to search, 
work, and struggle for the means of existence. For the 
animal’s experience is in part made by its own activity ; in 
learning ‘from experience’ it is really learning from the 
consequences, of its own acts — it makes , experiments, so to 
speak, and learns by trying ; and the -‘'trying/ therefore, cannot - 
be prompted merely .front without. Actions of this kind, 
whose origination cannot ;,be '.explained by reference ,to the 
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experience of the single organism,^ belong to the class which 
we have called ‘ primarily automatic.^ 

A harder question now arises : Can these actions find their 
explanation in the experience of the race, — can we sa}’ that 
the race as a whole has been completely moulded by the 
physical conditions of its life ? This theory, as we know, has 
been prominently put forward and worked out in all depart- 
ments of Biology, Psychology, Sociology.- But it is just 
with respect to the history of the race that its utter inadequacy 
is most a|)parent. We might anticipate that it would be so, 
for as Professor James most forcibly points out, in a passage 
which I have elsewhere quoted, on such a hypothesis ail 
living creatures sliould have been substantially alike, since 
‘^‘experience, the constant shaper, is a constant fact." Indeed 
it is the fact of the evolutionary specification of organisms 
which shows us that wdiile it is impossible to explain the 
development of an individual organism as being moulded 
entirely from w-ithout, it is more than impossible — it is absurd 
— to explain the development of the race in this way. 

The discussion of race-evolution is now passing into a new 
phase. Until recently, Evolution and Natural Selection were 
regarded as convertible terms ; and both — in the view of most 
educated persons who were unfamiliar with the evolution of 
the evolutionary theory — meant simply the doctrines con- 
tained in Darwin^s Origin of Species and Descent of Man. But 
in reality it is of great importance to distinguish the doctrine 
of Organic Evolution — the doctrine that all living creatures 
(including man) are descended from a common ancestry, and 
are blood-relations of one another— from Natural Selection, 
which is thought to be the process, or one of the processes, 
by which this evolution was brought about. The distinction 
between them is enforced by Romanes, Spencer, Wallace, 
Huxley, and others ; nevertheless there has been a great 
tendency to regard the two principles as identical This iden- 
tification is implied in the works of Darwin, and in many 

^ In these cases, the ‘ experience ’ means only the physical effects of the 
environment. 

I refer of course to Mr Spencer’s system. ' . 

Cf. H. F. Osborn, From the Greehs t& Darwm. 
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passages in the writings of RojmneS'liiiiiself.r^' 
instance, arguments for or against Organic Evolution are 
treated as if they were therefore for or agamst .Natural' Seiec- , 
tif>a. Put at present not only is the distinction being recog- 
nised, but the claim of Natural Selection to be even the pre- 
floininant factor of evolution is !)eirjg questioned, and the 
i nil lienee of other factors is being more : and more asserted. 
Organic evolution is passing from the ' region of theories to 
that of proved factsP It is supported, .mainly by .'four' con verg-' .' 
ing, .li.n,.'es of 'eri.de:oce ithe geographical distribution. of. species,;' ' 
l^lbe manner of development of the individual organism, espe- 
. ..'cially ill' its .earlier stages. (Comparative Embryology),;! the ■' 
character and distribution of fossil remains of extinct species 
(Palteontoiogy) and the tree -like ramifications in which 
species may be arranged when naturally classified. 

The theory of Natural Selection starts with the fact that 
slight variations of the offspring from the parent -form are 
^ inevitably and necessarily ’ associated with physiological repro- 
duction ; it assumes that the fertility of organic beings over 
a limited area must lead to a struggle for existence ; that 
this struggle for existence must exercise, among these multi- 
tudinous slightly varying forms, a selective influence analogous 
to that practised by the cattle-breeder and the pigeon-fancier, 
preserving those which have a slight advantage in the struggle. 
The theory wiiich regards Natural Selection, so understood, 
as the only merms of modification has been called by Romanes 
the ^Neo-Darwinian ’ or ‘ Ultra-Darwin iaiD theory, inasmuch 
as Darwin himself did not hold it, and departed further from 
it in his later than in his earlier work.^ Let us briefly notice 
the defects of the * Ultra - Darwinian ’ theory. It involves 
three principles : variation, heredity, multiplication and com- 

(i) The theory recpiires us to assume that the variations 
which occur in connection with reproduction are continuous, 
and that each is slight in amount ; transmutation is the result 
of the continuous summatimi^ through heredity, of the small 
variations which survive. ■' 'Now, 'there are many facts which/ 

^ Cf RoBianes, Damim:mid ttfier. cii. i. to vi. (vol. i.) ' 

® find., vol ii;, latrotluctiotj' ; ■ Spencer, Fadors Organic 

Ev&iiiimh . ■ a'"-'- ■; I,. '’irr ' 
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show rhat the variations are not always slight in amount ; this 
:is the xontention of. Messrs . Gakon- and .Eateson, ; thO': latte!:- 
of whoin/.' has. '.dealt \vith "the question in an exhaustive work 
entitled Jlafcrm/s for tkt Study of Varmtmi, There is real 
evidence of the appearance and continued procreation of 
abruj_)t modifications of structure ; an animal may be born 
which differs from its parents sufficiently to constiiate it a new 
variety or even a new species, and whicli is endowed with the 
power of impressing its likeness upon its offspring. Further, 
since every organism is a self-maintaining unity of co-ordinated 
parts, a variation in the function of any part may affect that 
of others, and thus as it were may increase itself. Of course 
the principle called the survival of the fittest applies to these 
definite variations, — according as they are distinctly favour- 
able or unfavourable to the continued existence of the animal 
in the given, surroundings. 

(2) \Vith regard to heredity, we must bear in mind the 
signif cance of the fact that the laws of hereditary transmission 
are far from being understood. There is a great controversy 
going on, as we all know, on the question, How much can be 
transmitted from parent to offspring ? On the one side there 
is the extreme view, identified with the name of Weismann, 
that no characteristic acquired by an individual during its 
own life - time can be inherited by its offspring : so that 
no creature can transmit more to its progeny than its own 
progenitors transmitted to it ; and on the other side, the view’- 
of Spencer and many other authorities that there is a general 
tendency to the transmission of acquired characteristics. The 
question is at jiresent in a most unsatisfactory state, — which 
is owing in no small degree to the continual modifications 
'\^ eismann has been making in his theories. We have to 
distinguish Id^otogicai from social inheritance. In all questions 
arising out of the history of iiuman society, the social factor 
in heredity is of much greater importance than the biological. 
The former has nothing to do with biological relations : 
it depends on the education and training and social atmos- 
phere and environment in which individual minds grow j and 
by which their characters, ideas, and opinions are influenced. 
In the seventeenth and’ .eighteenth-' centuries the assumption 
'Was continually made that differences _ between humari 
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beings were due to differences in education,': and;, eriFironnieiit, 
social and material. The influence of this idea is seen in 
::.Eoeke’s. tiieoiy of the infant mind as a, ,aiid .in 

some of the assumptions ; on wdiich- .Robert Owen .based, his,,' 
'..'philaiithropic schemes. ThiS' extreme, view, is now geiieraliy,' 

. aba,Hdo.ned w’e'' most : avoid' the- opposite :e.xtrei,ii.e .of ex-' ', 
' .aggeratiiig the ■b.iologica.I, factor or ■undervaluingtlie' importance, : 
of the sociological, and above all the error of identifying- 
the latter with the former. The great part played by the 
latter in human society is chiefly due to the possibility of 
language, and the consequent storing up of past experience in 
the form of oral tradition (conscious or unconscious) and in 
writing ; and this is not ail. Hence all controversies regard- 
ing heredity have to be fought out in the region of the lowest 
animals, where the social factor — if it exists at all — is at a 
minimum. Accordingly it is in this region that facts for 
and against ‘Weismannism^ are being hunted for. In the 
meantime those who are not specialists but who have to take 
up some position as regards this question may, it appears, 
reasonably assume that the truth lies nearer the Spencerian 
side. The strongest theoretic objection to ‘Weismannism'* 
is the enormous amount of work it is obliged to assign to 
Natural Selection, and its unconditional exclusion of the 
‘ Lamarckian factors.’ 

(3) The t'ssence of the ultra-Darwinian theory lies in its 
conception of selective survival resulting froin a struggle for 
existence. In this there are at least the following weak 
points : (u) The extent of the fertility of organic life, implied 
iri the current phrase “increase in a geometrical ratio/’ may 
easily be much exaggerated. Where the ‘ tendency ’ to such 
increase is reaHsed^ "we must ask whether it is to the advan- 
tage of such a prosperous race to be modified at all. As 
a rule, it could hardly be realised, for disease and a crowd of 
enemies, for whom the increase would mean a feast, would 
bring a destruction which ’svould not be discriminative in the 
sense required by the theory. (/>) Much of the destruction 
which takes place in nature, Is not discriminative in the sense 
required, — apart from, the fertility of organic life ; it constantly 
happens that those who are physically the strongest and most 
gifted of a race are destroyed; by accidents. Such an element 
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. of accident / iiiiist , , always .enter largely ' ■into , ttie: ; ':pti.rsuit; .of 
victims 'by, aiiimals, of ;prey. , .On the other handj;.,there , a.re 
other inodes of selection than ‘^Natural Selection/* which do 
.not . like, the,, latter act', by life .''and, ' death ; ' ' for '/. in^' this,^ ' con- 
nection, 'selection’ means isolation of similar favourable varia- 
tions for breeding purposes^ and this may occur by other 
means than the death of the unfavoured, (r) If these and 
similar assiinipnons cannot be shown to be realised in any 
limited space or time, we cannot anticipate that they will be 
realised ‘on the whole’ or G'n the long run.’ This might 
seem sufliciently olnious had not such authorities as Darwin 
and Wallace expressly maintained the contrary. •//) The 
theory assumes that there is always a helium omnium con fra 
omnes acting in its most severe form between individuals of 
the same species. This idea permeates Darwin’s work ; and 
yet there is a great question, whether it is not entirely errone- 
ous. When such internal physical struggle docs take place, 
it is disastrous to the welfare of the species ; its severity is 
greatly modi lied, and sometimes the Lstruggie’ is almost elim- 
inated, by the conditions of gregariousness and co-opera- 
tion. Undoubtedly a struggle for existence, in a sense, is 
always going on. Every living creature at every moment of 
its life is consuming its energies even in merely existing, and 
vigorous efforts are continually necessary to maintain its exist- 
ence, — efforts directed now against other animals, now against 
physical obstacles. But this is not the incessant mutual war 
which the theory assumes, (c) Quite apart from any kind of 
^ selection/ external circumstances may exercise a direct trans- 
forming influence on the organism.^ 

(4) origin of Instinct has been thought to be one of 
the best illustrations ” of Natural Selection, We should say 
rather that it aflbrds the best illustration of how this Darwin- 
ian factor requires to be supplemented by the Lamarckian. 
The attempt to explain instinct by Natural Selection alone 
ignores the fact — which we have no reason to doubt — that 

^ The points stated in this paragraph are elaborated in an able and pains- 
taking but very involved and diffuse criticism of the Darwinian view, 
Nature versus Natural Selection^ by C, C. Coe, The author seriously over- 
states his case in maintaining— as he appear.? to do — that Natural Selection 
plays no part in the evolution of species. 
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wherever life has there consciousness has heguii : and 
where consciousness has begun, there is feeling (pleasure and 
pain) and action in response to feeling. When the develop- 
ment of consciousness has fairly begun — where feeling, 
action, and sensation are differentiated — then all action 
seeiiis prcaiipted by and executed in response to iiio\'enieiits 
of feeling and desire ; the action is the more ^ instinctive ‘ 
according as the perceptions and ideas that arouse the feeling 
are more obscure ; it is the more ' intelligent ’ or ^ rational ' 
./ the ■ more the cause of the feeling, is, apprehended. 

. . We Ahem see that there .may be. . another .kind of ' selection— 
.‘'subjective^ or psych.oiogicai *. selectio,n it may be 'cailed— 
) where t, he. animal selects '■the., action which, relieves a' pain' or 
procures a pleasure. By such means haluts may l:)e formed 
which modify organic structure. This s.ee.o,i,s the real , s.ignifi- 
cance of the principle of ‘ use - inheritance/ — the inherited 
effects of use and disuse. On the other hand, the further we 
go back to tlie beginning of life, the nearer the consciousness 
is to ’being a state of pure sentience, and the more room 
there is for Natural Selection."to' act'on, the,m/^^«.iiibvement^^^ 

■ Tims on the whole it seems clear, and no doubt will be 
more widely recognised,' that, no one theory can fiold the field 
to the exclusion of others. And, upon examination, does it 
not appear a merely verbal question to ask which principle 
is the ‘most important’? If there are satisfactory reasons 
for holding tliat the principle represents a vera emfsa^ there 
seems no meaning in the attempt to determine wli ether it, or 
some other, contributes most to the total result. 
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THE METHOD OF ETHICS. 

?tI.oralisi.s are too apt lo pus)] tlieir prescriptioiTs upon {he healthy, 
instead of rescrviip:>* them for di.sease : to invent artincial reasons for what; 
everybody, unless annoyed by exiiortation, will do of his own, accord ; and 
to 'fency themselves the improvers of Nature, rather than her vindicators 
aiKl:interpreter$, ’’"—James Martineait. ' 

The subject of the present Essay arises out of the 
following well-worn topics, with regard to which I 
propose to discuss certain possible conclusions: In 
what sense is Ethics a science ? — how does it stand in 
relation to phenomena as they exist ? — in what respects 
does its characteristic method agree with or differ from 
that of the special sciences ? In this connection, by 
the ^ special ' sciences I understand, as is usual, the 
four fundamental branches of knowledge, — Mechanics 
and Physics, Chemistry, Biology and Physiology, 
Psychology* These are fundamental, because every 
variety of known natural activity is exhausted in them. 
Such branches of knowledge as Botany, Zoology, 
Geology, Astronomy, are partly limited to description 
and classification of objects, and partly consist in 
applications of principles, .borrowed from the four 
fundamental sciences., 






§ I, We may start with 'the definition of Ethics as 
having for its subject-matter the ultimate„End or piir- 
pose^ the supreme Ideal of human life. With regard 
to such an End, -the following questions arise : (i)^. 
What is the ground ■ for ■ affirming that there is an 
:ultiniate' End or Ideal?;, What indeed do we mean by 
^End ,or purpose ' ('2).vHow far can we bring the End 
into clear consciousness, or get it stated in temis of 
our actual conscious experience? It will be evident 
that the terms in which we state it must derive all 
their meaning from reference to the actual facts of our 
inner experience; otherwise they could have no mean- 
ing. (3) How do the accepted moral rules stand in 
relation to the End? In what sense, if any, can 
they be ^deduced’ from it, or criticised in the light 
of it? Now, if we do accept the " teleologicaP view 
that there is a supreme Ideal of human life, a 
supreme standard of Worth or Value, ^ then we must 
critically establish the grounds of it. It is too 
great an assumption to be practically taken for 
granted; and, as will be seen, if we are not to do 
that, we cannot separate Ethics from Metaphysics, 
although for our present purpose we need not do 
more than work with a forward look towards that 
dangerous and trackless region. We do not pro- 
pose immediately to investigate the ultimate grounds 
for belief in a highest End of Life, but rather to 
estimate the place and function of the conception in 
Ethical Theory. 

Professor Sidgwick, in his Methods of Ethics^ seems 
satisfied to accept as valid the idea of a general or 
ultimate Good, simply because, it is current in ordinary 

^ The former of the two .words js doubtiess more appropriate for this 
conception : it is so employed by' Lot3:e and. Herbart ( PFen/i), 
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thought^” He apparently adopts it just because' v , 
moralists, . have ; been',' ' in the "habit of ,,, theorising, and 
practical people of talking and thinking, as if there 
were an ultimate Good* Finding no general agree- 
ment as to what it is, he enters on the task of precisely 
defining its nature. He tacitly assumes that the onh’ 
significant use of the conception for Ethics is that we 
may deduce practical rules of conduct from it, and to 
a great extent justify by it the accepted rules ; the sole 
object of bringing it into clear consciousness is that it 
may afford practical guidance. Hence the conclusion, 
that in so far as '\'irtue is a constituent of the ultimate I 
Good for man, our ‘‘reason in relation to practice'’ is ■ 
landed in a circle. In other words : in so far as the ’ 
supreme Good consists in Virtuous conduct — defined ' 
as obedience to moral rules — we cannot deduce rules of 
Virtue from it, unless we know them already : neither 
can we defend the accepted rules by appealing to the 
conception of the supreme Good, for that would be to 
defend them by appealing to themselves. The conten- 
tion may be illustrated by reference to a passage in 
the History of Ethics f where, after remarking that \ 
Cumberland's conception of ‘ The Good ’ includes ; 
“not merely Happiness in the ordinary sense, but ! 
Perfection,'' Professor Sidgwick observes: “he does j 
not even define Perfection so as to strictly exclude from ] 
it the notion of Moral Perfection or Virtue, and so save 
his explanation of morality from an obvious logical 
circle.” This is almost a reductio ad absurdimi^ for I 
it follows that we cannot ‘ explain morality ’ unless all 
ideas of a distinctively Moral Perfection are excluded 
from our notion of Perfection as a supreme ethical 
End. But from another, and perhaps a j aster, point 

^ Op, a/,, bk. i ch. ix.| bk. iiL.ch. xiv. , ^ Ch, iv. §4.' 



of view, such a, result nia}- be regarded as a reductio ad 
absnrium of that idea of moral Perfection which makes 
it consist essentially .'in ' obedience to certain abstract 
laws of conduct; for .it -is only with respect to the 
justification of these sufficient and complete 

account of morality, that the Iogi.ca.l. difficulty in qiies- 
t';i.Gn ' arises.- .' Professor Sidgwick- does , not ' seek .for any ■ 
deeper conception of the nature of Virtue : accordingly, 
in the fifth edition of the Methods of Ethics we find 
him still adopting the position that it is evidently 
unreasonable to regard Virtue as having any more 
than a quite subordinate place as a constituent of the 
Good : he therefore proceeds to argue that the Good 
must consist in ' happiness ’ in the Utilitarian — not the 
ordinary — sense of that word : the sense in which it ' 
signitk;s Pleasure valued only according to its quantity. 

Looking at the general course of Professor Sidgwick’s 
argiiineiit, we find some interesting reflections arising 
out of it. What is ultimately good or desirable must be 
realised in personal lives — it must be some form of desir- 
able consciousness ; mere preservation of life— whether 
in the sense of the individual life or the life of the 
species, or the efficiency of the social organisation— is 
not good in itself, unless the life is accompanied by 
some form of desirable consciousness. Again, Reason 
is impartial, and bids us have regard not merely for 
our present good of the moment, but for our good on 
the whole; and not merely for our individual good 
on the whole, but the general good. When stated as 
self-evident rational principles, these maxims assume 
the negative form : if some present good of mine is 
to be regarded as of greater, worth than some good 
that I can attain in the"; future, at must be for a reason 
other than the mere '-fact 'that the one is present and 
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the other future ; and similarly, if some good that I 
:Ca'n attain, ^for . myself; is^ tO' be''Tegafded as; of ,:,greater- 
worth than some possible good in which another has 
the chief share, it must be for a reason other than the 
mere fact that he and I are different persons. So far, 
doubtless, all will agree ; but what .seems to be the 
most essential!}' necessary ' link ...in the proof of the 
Utilitarian principle now emerges, and turns out to be 
the weakest. Desirable consciousness must signify 
either happiness merely, or certain objective relations 
of the conscious mind,” — for instance, Truth, Beauty, 
Freedom ('in the sense of Rational action for its own 
sake) : these are often sought after as ultimateh’ desir- 
able. ■ But can these be conceived as- ^ alternatives in.', 
the sense of being distinct classes from which we must 
choose one to the exclusion of the others ? Is it not 
essentially unreasonable to judge the desirability of any 
conscious state by reference to what is only one element 
in that consciousness ? In fact, if the accepted psycho- 
logical analysis of mind is correct, such disjunctions 
as those adduced by Professor Sidgwick are seen to be 
wholly invalid^ The alternatives are not only not 
exclusive, but it is their very nature to be inseparable 
accompaniments of one another. The Hedonistic doc- 
trine of pleasure for pleasure’s sake ’ is a mutilation 
of our nature. The natural consequence of the view 
that what is ultimately desirable must be some form 
of desirable consciousness,” would be to inquire what 
the nature of consciousness really is, — what are its 
essential constitutive functions: and to take as the 
ethical End, the promotion of the highest efficiency of 

^ The phrase 'accepted' needs slight qualihcatioii, owing to the 
euce of such a theory as that of Horwicz, who regards Feeling as the basal 
element of niind out of w’hich the others eniei'ge. ■ , 
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these functions in their organic unity . ' " iTio not impfy 
that :'' this is an . adequate .statement of the'' End : 
staiidsj it .suggests merely that instead of taking'.,,.Fe€l- 
iiig' by itself,, we 'should .take a coinbinatioii of Feeling., 
Willf aiid. Intellect* ■ ' So stated,, it would .be a perfectly 
barren conception ; but I introduced it only as pointing 
in the right direction, — the realisation of cur nature 
as a whole. 

It has been observed that Common Sense has an 
aversion to admitting Pleasure as the supreme End 
and standard of right conduct ; and Professor Sidgwick 
endeavours to account for this by pointing out, infer 
alia, that the word Pleasure is not ordinarily used, as it 
is by the Utilitarian, to include all kinds of pleasant 
feeling; it suggests rather the commoner and coarser 
kinds of such feelings. But is it not just this classing 
together of all kinds of ^ pleasant feeling ' as of equal 
qualitative worth, for purposes of ethical valuation — 
whatever be their causes,’ or the facts conditioning 
and arousing the pleasures — that Common Sense ob- 
jects to? Professor Sidgwick speaks further of the 
^ vastness ’ and comparative security ’ of the End of 
Utilitarianism; but in reality it is as 'shifting and 
insecure ’ as that of Egoism. What does the General 
Happiness mean, on such a view ? Simply a more or 
less pleasant feeling on the part of each one of a vast 
number of numerically distinct individuals. Now if we 
ignore any qualitative distinctions of higher and lower 
among feelings, we must recognise that feeling is not 
only the very element of consciousness in which indi- 
viduals differ most from one another when their circum- 
stances are the same, but is also the most shifting, 

^ If it be objected that thisiS''tO' cbnftse' Psychology and Ethics, I should 
take the liberty of ** doubtmg, whether' the objector can understand. ’’ 
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insecure, and unreliable' element -in the' consciGiis.iiess- 
of each individual. 'An aggregate of such elements 
may be S-^ast. but 'caii 'hardly be * comparatively' 
secure/ We are told^'that it ds;- the 'U till tar 
duty at once to support ^^enerally, and to rectify in 
detail, the moralit}- of Common Sense ; and the meth- 
od of pure empirical Hedonism [calculation of the 
probable consequences, in the way of pleasure and 
pain, of a proposed act] seems to be the only one which 
he can at present use in the reasonings which finally 
determine the nature of this rectification/^ The 
defects of the morality of Common Sense lie in the 
want of precision in its principles, as shown in 
Book iii. But in Book ii. Professor Sidgwick has 
investigated ver}- thoroughly the vagueness and un- 
certainty of the method of ' empirical Hedonism/ and 
it does not appear to be superior to that of Intuition- 
ism, — certainly not so superior in exactness as to be 
capable of correcting details in the latter. 

Above all, there is the discrepancy between the End 
for the individual and the End for the communit3V 
Over against the ultimate good of the universe of 
sentient beings ’’ — a vast aggregate of numerically 
, distinct and absolutely fluctuating atoms of feeling — 

■ stands the ultimate End of the individuaFs conduct : 

conformity to Reason. He is to seek the general 
' Happiness ’ solely because the latter — supposing that 
i the proof of the Hedonistic principle is valid — is the 

only reasonable interpretation of the general good. The 
reasonableness of this interpretation is open to much 
question, as we have seen; but, waiving all objections 
. on that side, there remains the question : Why am I 
to sacrifice my own pleasure, by obeying the dictates of 
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Reason j when, so far as the standard of my conduct 
goes, I treat my fellow-men as '.though they had no 
Reason— as merely; beings-? - What is Reason, 
that I should listen to her voice when thus practically 
denying herself? ' ...Pro-fessor .Sidgwick notices this 
objection, but .does not .' appear ..adequately to appre- 
hend its force. It has been remarked by more than 
one writer that when we consider the real foundations 
of Professor Sidgwick's Utilitarianism, we find that it 
is not hedonistic at bottom ; its motto is not ^ Pleasure 
Pleasure's ..sake,’ but Pleasure dor Reason’s, .sake/' 
We are to act on certain principles because it is reason- 
able to do so ; in other words, the dictation of Reason is 
the supreme authority and standard of ethical worth* 
Eunally, it is necessary to bear in mind the distinction 
between Utilitarianism as a practical method, and as a 
theoretical system rationally complete. Professor Sidg- 
wick defends it in the latter sense, and the difficulties 
we have been considering are incident to this view of 
the matter. But as a practical method, the Utilitarian 
principle stands on a different footing and needs no 
defence. This appears when we regard it as enjoining 
the prevention of pain and suffering, and the removal 
of their sources. We need no S3^stem, no ^calculus,’ 
for this; nor have any theoretical difficulties the 
slightest significance in this purely practical sphere : 
in every case, solvUur ambulando* We must observe, 
however, that the real ground of the authority of this 
aim is not ^ hedonistic ’ ; it rests in the fact that pain, 
especially physical pain, is a hindrance to the higher 
development of personality on the part of those who 
suffer it, and a degradation of personality on the part 
of those who inflict it, wffien ,it is Inflicted by persons- 
It would be' irrelevant -'for my present purpose to 
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dwell further on the impossibility of ' Rational Hedon- 
ism/ in the form in which Professor Sidgwick has 
presented it ; and his is the first serious attempt to 
make the theory complete' and coherent. It will 
hardly be claimed that these qualities attach to the 
Utilitarianism of Bentham and Mill. Probably all 
capable thinkers will now agree that the older theory 
failed because, as Dr ]\Iartineau has put it, from ‘ each 
for himself’ to ^each for alH there is Uio road/ or 
none that Bentham, Mill, and their followers could 
find. Green has observed that the theoretic weakness 
of the system was its practical strength : its intluence 
was due to its relying on the essential!}' democratic 
principle that ^ each is to count for one, and no one for 
more than one.’ Professor Sidgwick supplies rational 
principles in justification of this: but his system only 
makes more evident the impossibility of regarding 
Pleasure as the only human Good. Probably the 
fundamental error in the line of argument by which 
Professor Sidgwick endeavours to support this con- 
clusion, lies in his treatment of the idea of Good as 
merely a ground for practical rules: I refer to this 
again, in order that the view which I am about to 
suggest may be emphasised by its contrast therewith. 
We may abandon the assumption that the only signifi- 
cant use of the idea of an ultimate Good, for Ethics, is 
that rules of conduct may be deduced from it ; and we 
may abandon the attempt to fill in ab extra the concep- 
tion of the Good, — we need not take it and tr3wvhether 
Pleasure, Virtue, Knowledge, &c., will fit it or not. 
We may turn to the facts which lead us to suppose 
that there is a supreme End ; if such facts are to be 
found, they ought to show us', how to ^ fill in " the con- 
ception,- — in other words,' give us a clue as to the, form 
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in which we represent the- End,.. , , As ,.a preliminary, , 
however, to a more exact 'statement of the teleological 
treatment'of Ethics,; I'-, proceed, to indicate a possible 
grouping of ethical inquiries, in, order to observe their 
relative importance. '" 

§ 2. The most convenient darting-point for Ethics is 
simply the fact of moral judgment. We say of an act 
that it is "right,' our "duty/ "ought' to be done; or 
again that it is "wrong/ " ought not’ to be done. We 
also recognise that there is a Good for man, which is 
believed to be realised, at least in part, in the perform- 
ance of duty. We have, further, certain character- 
istic emotions that attach to these distinctions. In 
proportion as man becomes an intelligent being, — 
with the growth of civilisation, education, and (in 
genera! terms) with the maturing of social life, he 
manifests these ethical qualities in that tend to 
become similar. Now Ethics, according to the most 
general possible statement of its problem, seeks for the 
meaning of these characteristics of our nature. The 
inquiries to which this motive gives rise may pro- 
visionally be grouped as follows : (i) The most gen- 
eral questions that may be called the " Metaphysic of 
Ethics/ embracing {a) the meaning and significance of 
what is called "moral authority’ — /m., the experience 
of obligation and of personal origination and responsi- 
bility ; (6) the nature of the Good which seems to be 
realised in the performance of duty, and the possi- 
bility of there being, a supreme Good, ( 2 ) The ultimate 
criterion of morality in conduct : the meaning or 
"connotation’ of 'the conception of Right. Using a 
metaphor derived from , 'formal Logic, we may say the 
general problem here 'is , What are the " attributes ’ of 
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riglitiiess in conduct ? .With this is connected the 
perplexing question of the precise objects of moral 
judgment : to what elements in the complex fact which 
we call * voluntary action ’ or ‘ conduct ’ does the judg- 
ment refer ? ^ (3) The proximate criterion of morality : 
the ^ denotation ' of Right. The general problem here 
is^ how do we find out what particular actions are 
right ? This is what is known as Applied Ethics : and 
it corresponds to Professor Sidgwick’s definition of a 
Method of Ethics. 

First of allj w’e must notice the relation of these 
inquiries to one another. As regards (2) and (3)^ it is 
evident that an answer to the former 'carries with it an 
answer to the latter. In dealing with (2) we should arrive 
at some kind of general conclusion^ and the problem 
(3) would consist in applying this to particular cases. 
On the other hand^ an answer to (3) — for instance, the 
tendency of the act to promote the greatest happiness 
of all concerned, or their deliverance from pain — does 
not necessarily carry with ,it an answer to (2). Thus 
Utilitarianism as z pmcfiml method may be justified, as 
we' have said, while as a theoretic system it falls to 
pieces on examination. But thus,' also, it is possible 
to expatiate largely in a quasi-scientific manner in the 
region of Applied Ethics without touching any of the 
deeper problems. It is more important, however, to 
observe the relation of (i) and (2). Here, again, it is 
evident that an answer to the former carries with it an 
answer to the latter, since if there is a supreme End or 
Good, right conduct must consist in promoting it. 
But it is also evident that any answer to (2) presupposes 
an at least partial answer to (i). Indeed whether (i) and 
(2) are, not identical depends on the wider or narrower 

^ See Appendix at conclusion 'of this chapter* 
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sense in which the word "conduct’ is understood. It 
may be taken as coextensive with the whole of con- 
scious activity in the widest sense — the whole of 
rational action in all . directions. In this case the 
Right means the Stmtmum Bommi^ the Ideal of the 
whole life of man, ..as realised in conation, feeling, and 
thinking. I might illustrate by reference to Greek 
Ethics, where this view 'was widely taken : by Aris- 
totle, ill particular, it was firmly held; wellbeing, or 
evBaLfjLovia^ according to his conception of it, was such 
an Ideal. Here question (2) becomes identical with (i). 

But we may distinguish a region of mental activity*' 
where obligation is commonly supposed to obtain in a 
more special way than it does in our general intellec- ' 
tual and emotional processes : the sphere of *' volition ’ 
as ' manifested' in outward movements. This is "con- 
duct’ in the ordinary sense; and "moral obligation,’ 
as ordinarily understood, is limited more or less def- 
initely to this sphere. ' It is with " conduct ’ Jn this 
jiarrower sense that modern, and especially English, 
Ethics Tias d^It. Here question (2) is a narrower 
question than (i). But it might still be maintained 
that we cannot proceed far in dealing with (2) without 
having, consciously dr unconsciously, adopted some 
point of view with regard to the problems embraced 
under (1). This is a mere matter of observation : thus 
Intuitionists hold -that Duty consists in obedience to 
certain moral laws,, prescribing certain general kinds of 
action as obligatory; .these laws are inherent in human 
nature and are "" intuitively known ' to be uncondition- 
ally binding.”^ Herd' there, is apparently no reference 

TliiK description is apt app,UcabieJ'0;Pr. Martineau’s 'Intuitional, theory, 
from which much of great .value' and' suggestiveness may be learnt See the 
Appendix to this chapter.-- , 
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to a supreme End of Life ' nevertheless these writers as 
,a' rule,, have theorised' as.-if -obedience' tO: these laws, ..con- 
stituted the highest; human good. Their doctrine has- 
,been well summed up by Mr Bradley in the maxim — 
^*I3uty for duty’s sake/’ This view was explicitly 
formulated by the profoundest among them, when he 
saidj "'^The one iincondkional good is the good Will/’" 
The view of Ethics which is here implied is open to 
much criticism. It rests on a quite illegitima.te limita- 
tion of the meaning of ^ conduct.’ We may say that 
" conduct ’ takes place whenever a being self-consciousE 
represents some end or aim as desirablcj and endeav- 
ours to realise it. The interest from wdiich the desire 
springs may be primarily intellectual or artistic as w’ell 
as practical ’ in the narrower sense referred to above. 
Conduct is simply the satisfaction of any rational desire, 
that is, of any desire which consciously has an aim or 
object. This obvious fact of itself is sufficient to sug- 
gest that our conception of the highest Good must be 
as wide and comprehensive as that of evhaLjxovia among 
the Greeks ; it cannot therefore consist merely in cer- 
tain kinds of behaviour which can be prescribed by law 
as distinguished from other kinds. To take as our 
ethical aim the maxim of duty for duty’s sake” is a 
mutilation of oiir nature, as much as to take that of 
"‘pleasure for pleasure’s sake.” 

This conclusion is fully confirmed on the one hand 
by a scrutiny of the particular moral laws which are 
put forward as binding, and on the other by an examina- 
tion of the very idea of Law itself. The former aspect 
of the matter is investigated in the third Book of Pro- 
fessor Sidgwick’s Methods of Ethics^ where it is conclu-'i 
sively shown that the 'general' conceptions involved : in ' 
^ Kant, Metaphysic ofiMtUics^ 'mi init^ ' 
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these laws — Justice, Benevolence, and the like— are in 
every case so vague that the absolute authority attrib- 
uted to them becomes of no effect; obscurity in the 
conception must mean uncertainty and doubt in the 
practical application. It is not denied that the broad 
outlines of these conceptions are sufficiently clear for 
many practical purposes ; it would be absurd to main- 
tain that we are always left in doubt when attempting 
to carry out in practice the laws of Justice, Benevo- 
lence, Veracity, &c. ; the point is that these laws are 


not precise enough to sustain the position which is 
theoretically assigned to them. But the conception of 
Law itself is sufficient to show that the jural view of 
morality — the view which makes it essentially a law or 
code of laws — is inadequate and abstract. As several 
recent writers on Ethics have urged, — the ethical con- 
ception of Right, or conformity with a rule or law, is 
less fundamental than that of Good, or Worth for an 
End,^ The ^unit of conduct,’ for ethical purposes, is 
the concrete activity of a desire — springing, as every 
desire does, from more or less definite Interest or wider 
circle of desires — which is being realised there and 
then. This activity is concrete in every particular of 
its content and its spatial and temporal relations ; but 
the law is abstract and general ; so that even if the 
conception involved in the Law — ^Justice, for example, 
or Benevolence — is clear and distinct, it cannot pos- 
sibly do more than cover certain general features of the 
concrete case, and therefore is not an adequate measure 
of that case. Another law may cover other features of 


^ See Iifacken2le’'s Munmi af EtMes^ Dewey^s Outlines of a. Critical 
Theory of Ethics^ Muirbead’s Ekmmts of Ethics^ Short Study of 

Mthia. These form admirableibti'od'uctions’ to 'Green's great work, and to 
Dr E. Caird's Critique. of Ethics {Philosophy of Kant ^ voL in) 
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it ;'„tIieE, ■■there; arises doubt ’ and ' conflict, and m^e have 
Ihe beginnings of Gasuistry, which has been rn’eH'. de- 
scribed as, a system oflaws-for the- breaking of^ laws,®* 
dut Avhich for the same reason can never be , adecpa.te', 
to the infinite variety of actual circumstances. 

Our conclusion is that neither duty ® nor pleasure ’ 
can be regarded as good ‘ for its own sake ’ ; they are 
good only in so far as they contribute to the realisation 
of the highest type of personality. The first of the 
questions above distinguished is therefore the most 
fundamental : What is the supreme Ideal of human life ? 

§ 3. This problem cannot be fruitfully discussed ex- 
cept on the basis of psychological principles developed 
in their metaphysical bearings ; for the problem of 
whether there is a supreme Ideal, and of the form 
under which we may represent it, can evidently be 
settled only by an appeal to the facts of our conscious 
experience on all its sides — to the actual constitution 
of the human mind. Its constitution is shown to us, 
at least in part, by Psychology; but we must push the 
psychological question so far that it becomes onto- 
logical. We cannot rest content with a conclusion 
which, though it is true ' for Psychology ® — true in the 
psychological reference — may yet be wholly or partly 
false in some other reference. We want to know what 
the human mind or self may become — what develop- 
ments of its being are possible ; and for this, we must 
have an at least partly true conception of what it is. In 
other words, the question of there being an ultimate 
Ideal is an ontological one;, it is, in fact, the question 
of the nature and purpose .of the individual life. This 
being understood, let us examine the significance, for 
ethical theory, of the conception of such an IdeaL 
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In Psychology we distinguish three inseparable con- 
stituent factors of conscious life, which are present in 
every actual state of mindj and which are perhaps most 
obviously distinguishable in the movement of Desire. 
Here we have (a) the representation of the end desired, 
that is, of myself as having attained the object : this 
is an intellectual function; (6) the feeling, which is 
normally one of dissatisfaction or pain aroused the 
contrast and discord between the present state of my- 
self and the state which is desired ; (c) the ' conation,’ 
striving or effort to attain this latter state : and in sO' 
far as it is attained the feeling changes to one of satis- 
faction or pleasure. It is evident that we cannot use 
this analysis as the ground of a distinction of three 
sciences, — ^one dealing with the Ideal of the intellectual 
factor of consciousness, one with that of the emotional, 
and one with that of the conative ; for as we have seen 
(§ i), it is an entirely illegitimate abstraction to think of 
an Ideal state of feeling or will apart from all intellec- 
tual or cognitive states. The three sciences, if this 
were their onh? ground of distinction, would have to 
be merged into one, dealing with the Ideal of human 
personality as a whole. The fact that the three con- 
stitutive functions are ahvays present together in their 
organic unity, whatever be the direction in which the 
predominant interest of consciousness may tend, — the 
fact that the whole of consciousness is present in every 
direction of its activity, — is the ground for our first 
position. The Ideal of personality is One. One and 
the same Ideal determines the ethical worth of human 
conduct, in the wider sense,— whatever be the character 
of the end which the conduct ' realises. This,' as was^ 
implied above, is the position-.'of the greatest Ethical 
thinkers of ancient Greece''':'''i't'is,, however, the intention 
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rather than the effect oi their doctrine. . v.;0nly; if 
sciousness consisted of powers or' facnities ' capable .'O 
operating wholly or partially, in independence of one 
anotherj would it be possible to assume that conscious 
life is governed by different unrelated ideals. 

This consideration suggests the question— What, 
then, is the ground of the distinction of into 

d€(ep7]Ti/€7]^ TrpafCTLfC'Yj, and which has prevailed 

ever since Greek thought was at its best ? It cannot 
be illusory ; and nothing that we have said need imply 
that it is. Indefinitely numerous and various as are 
the ends with which the interests of consciousness 
connect themselves, yet they naturally fall into three 
great divisions or classes, — not classes of faculties or 
powers, but of ends or objects of desire. The activity 
of consciousness may be towards the attainment of 
Truth, — accuracy in intellectual representation of fact 
and consistency in rational comprehension; or it 
may be towards the apprehension or creation of the 
Beautiful ; or it may be ^ practical ’ in the ordinary 
sense, — that is, directed -to .the production of changes 
in the outer world entirely with a view to their effect 
on' our own self and other selves. The desirableness 
of these effects is ultimately judged by the Ideal 
of personality which w-e are now endeavouring to 
determine; but, proximately, we see that the judg- 
ment of their desirableness depends on Sympathy, — 
the power of representing to one’s self the life and 
feeling of another, and the aims and tendencies of 
all sides of his nature. Sympathy in this sense is 
not a mere mode of feeling, but involves intellectual 
and emotional elements,, both of which, are necessary 
to the result. Let 'us', distinguish these ^practical’ 
ends as forming the sphere of -morality, i n th e li mited , 
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I sensei. We may say that every mental activity must 

be in the direction of /proinoting ■ or limdering: , .an: 
end which enters into one' or other; of these /three; 

.'.-/Classes* ■ 

In these facts we have the ground for our second 
position : if there is an Ideal of personality, it is 
realised by that activity of consciousness which tends 
to promote the harmonious efficiency^ as a whole, of 
those functions of consciousness by which Truth is 
attained, Beauty created and appreciated, and the 
social consequences of our conduct — its effect on other 
selves — adequately comprehended. In this regard the 
most fundamental quality needed is Sympathy.^ The 
Ideal, being One, enjoins us to increase the efficiency 
of these functions of personality in ourselves and in all 
human beings affected b)?* our conduct. 

The practical difficulties which arise from the fact 
that these three general aims may be pursued in in- 
dependence of one another are very seiuous. It is 
not that the promotion of the Ideal — in the form in 
which we have so far determined it — for Self may 
conflict with its promotion for others: this would 
be an inadequate and misleading statement of the 
case. It would be absurd to suppose that the giving 
free play to one's own intellectual and artistic capa- 
cities can ipiio facto directly involve the suppression 
of those activities in others. Nor can there be any 
such direct conflict in the promotion of the distinc- 
tively moral end, — the third of the three aspects of 
the Ideal which we have indicated; unless moral 

" ‘ F^hilantliropy ’ does not cover all the ground intended, though it 
Covers much of it, 

“ We shall have to dwell on 'the characteristics of these qualities more m 
detail In ch. vii. . , ’ /' ' . ■ , ' ' , 
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,";:;welfere'"'"is ""'"interpreted; in ' the /Strictly ' hedonistie',' seii'se^ 
when a rational regard for one’s own pleasure and a 
like x-egard for the pleasure of othei\s ma}" dictate very 
divergent courses. ' X But , if we reject the hedonistic' 
view as an uni“easonable limitation and indeed a 
mutilation of our nature, this difficulty is removed. 
The real difficulty is of another kind, and consists 
essentially in the fact that the pursuit of one aspect 
of the Ideal may conflict with the pursuit of another. 
The promotion of Science and Art may directly con- 
flict with the promotion of morality, in the ordinary 
sense in which we have used the term. It may lead 
to a neglect to help others to realise these very capa- 
cities for Truth and Beauty in their nature: and not 
only so, but the energetic cultivation of scientific 
tastes for one’s self rm.y lead to a suppression of one’s 
own artistic capacities, and vice versa. Again, ex- 
clusive or prolonged devotion to Science or Art may 
lead to a suppression of our sympathetic power of com- 
prehending the lives of others, which is essential to 
any effective work for their welfare, whether this be 
on the pai*t of the individual in relation to his own 
circle or on the part of the communit}’' in the direction 
of social reform. In order that an}^ such work may 
produce fruitful results, there is needed on the part 
of those who promote it a wide and deep insight into 
human nature, beyond any scientific comprehension 
of economics or politics. This priceless acquisition 
may be wanting even with a high degree of artistic 
and literary cultivation: indeed, such cultivation, if 
made a specialty, may be directly hostile to it. On 
this account much that has been said about Culture ’’ 
must, I think, be condemned as thoroughly shallow. 
This problem of the mutual relations of Intellectual, 
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iEsthetiCj and Moral excellence is , touched: npon 'd 
more or less cursor}^ mannerdii;Tlie' ethical: works;': to 
which we have referred;^ but it can hardly be said 
to receive adequate treatment in any of them. In 
endeavouring to deal with it thoroughly we should 
best begin with a critical examination of the sug- 
gestions made towards its solution by Plato in the 
Republic and by Aristotle in the Nichoniachean Ethics 
and the Poetics. There seems to be no general or 
theoretical solution unless it be in recognition of a 
fact which our popular moralists and essayists, and 
our apostles of science, seem strangely inclined to 
forget. The human race is still in its infancy; the 
explicit development of our characteristicahy hmian 
faculties must be considered to be only in its begin- 
ning, — its crudest, earliest stage. It can hardly be 
maintained, even in these closing years of the nine- 
teenth century, that mental or even physical evolution 
has come to a stop, because we, being m it, — being 
unable to assume any higher point of view^ — cannot 
see in definite detail whither it tends. If, therefore, 
our faculties are in an inchoate imperfect state, the 
actual possibilities of conflict between them need not 
prevent us from holding that with their fuller reali- 
sation they will appear only as different aspects of 
One harmonious progressive development. We have 
more than hints in this direction even now. The 
creations of the scientific and artistic genius do ulti- 
mately^ — *2n the long run,' if I may use the phrase 
— help the higher growth of personality on the part 
of all. It may also be maintained that as the practi- 
cal problems of life increase in difficulty with the wider 

^ See also Mr Sonar’s 'inUIleci'nal Plritm, atrd Mr 

Bosaiiqwet’s Pdrodadim MMsgef.s qf Art, 



OF ETHICS, 




demands: m mentai' and' physical;. energies 

.'.'.■an'd; the 'growing complexity .of, the social orgunisatioii^,' 
just in the same proportion the directly practical value 
of scientific knowledge, and the failure of mere tradi- 
tion and custom as guides, become manifest. 

Our conclusion is, so far, that science does not 
exist 'for its own sake,’ nor art for its own sake, 
nor morality or 'doing good’ for its own sake: even 
the very phrases remind us of the dilettante, the self- 
deluded, or the hypocrite. It is for the sake of man 
that these things exist — for the sake of men, who 
find their self-realisation in the progressive attainment 
of these ends. Science, Art, Morality, are made for 
man, not he for them : but they are made by and for 
the whole man : not one of them can be permanently 
sacrificed to another, but all claim to enter into and 
form part of One harmonious wholed 

§ 4. It is not implied that any one ought to have 
or could have the ultimate form of the Ideal present 
to his mind in all action : but so far as he is acting 
rightly he is promoting some form of the Ideal. What 
that form must be, will depend on the actual concrete 
situation in which he finds himself; he is supplied 
with a general schema or outline — the Ideal as we 
have formulated it — which, so to speak, must be filled 
in from the details of the concrete case. This ' filling 
in ’ constitutes the good relatively to this particular 
case : while, relatively to the ultimate Ideal, this par- 
ticular good is only a small fragment of a stage in 
its realisation. The outline conception of the supreme 

^ On the other hand, in what we have said it has been implied that 
temporary sacidfice of one to anoth^r^espedahy of the ends of science 
and art to that of nioraiily— is' necessmy in, the present state of society. 
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Ideal, is not formless : as we have seen^ we are able 
to get it stated in terms- -of, oiir actual conscious.'':,' 
:€sperieiicev 

The function of Ethics, then, is not to supply rules, 
bat to investigate the real nature of moral action in tii^_ 
c omplete ■ sen that ter rg..;.:. Ethical theory: inquires 
into the essential conditions of the life which has moral 
worth, just as Epistemology seeks for those of the 
purely intellectual lifed It is very satisfactory to 
observe the way in which a group of writers, some of 
whom may not object to be classed as Neo- Hegelians, 
have laid stress upon this. The position is of so much 
importance that it seems desirable to illustrate it by a 
somewhat lengthy series of quotations. Mr J. H. Muir- 
head says : It would be a mistake to confuse the task 
of the ethical philosopher, which is to bring the human 
end or standard of moral judgment to clear conscious- 
ness, with that of the ethical writer [e.g., of such ethical 
and political discussions as these carried on in the 
pulpit and the press], which is to make this clear 
consciousness prevail and turn it to practical account 
for the guidance of life.’’- Similarly, Professor J. S. 
Mackenzie says : What seems to be needed is rather 
a critical study, . . . defining for us the ideal by which 
we are to be inspired, but leaving the particular applica- 
tions of it to the sensible good neighbour and citizen.”^ 
Elsewhere Professor Mackenzie says: ''Just as it is 
true that we interpret experience by conceptions that 
are not merely empirical, so it is true that we judge 
conduct by an Ideal which is not merely empirical. 
To understand this Ideal is to clarify moral judgment, 

^ Cf. chapter ii. § i (the meaning of the question , what Reasoning 

to mil passim, 

Ko. 7, p. 397.’ . , » Ibid,, No. 10, p* 200. 
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and is in that sense practical. It is not to tell us what 
in particular we are to do : it is not even to furnish 
us with general rules to be applied to particular cases. 
But assuredly it is to enlighten us with respect to the 
principles by which common - sense is to be guided 
in its practical judgments. Common -sense ... is 
guided by principles which ... it does not under- 
stand ; and so long as it does not understand its 
principles it is blind and blundering. It is the busi- 
ness of Ethics to enlighten and guide common-sense, 
to bring its underlying principles to clear conscious- 
ness, to criticise them, and see within what limits they 
are valid.” ^ In Green’s great work we find the matter 
stated as clearly as could be wished. In one passage 
there is an extreme statement which seems to suggest 
that the Ideal cannot be defined in any degree : Man 
can never give a sufficient account of what his un- 
conditional good is, because he cannot know what his 
capabilities are until they are realised. This is the ex— 
planation of the infirmity that has always been found 
to attach to attempted definitions of the moral Ideal. 
They are always open to the charge that there is 
employed in the definition, openly or disgiiisedly, the 
very notion which profession is made of defining.’ 
The apparent implication of this passage is corrected 
when we compare it with the general tenor of Green s 
doctrine ; he is concerned to show that the Ideal 
cannot be completely defined,^ nor defined so as to de- 
duce rules of conduct from it. Thus, he says else- 
where: cannot indeed determine any state in 

which man, having become all that he is capable of 
becoming— all that according to the divine plan of the 
world he is destined to become — ^would find rest for his. 

i Manual of Ethics, 2ncVed., pp. 1^1, 32^. ^Prolegomena, § 194, 
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souL W e cannot conceive it under any forms borrowed 
from our actual experience, for our only experience of 
activity is of such as implies incompleteness. , . . Yet 
the conviction that there must be such a state of being, 
merely negative as is our theoretic apprehension of it, 
may have supreme influence on our conduct, in moving 
us to that effort after a Better which, taken as a con- 
scious effort, implies the conviction of there being a 
Best/’^ Green’s contention — as Dr E. Caird has 
shown — is that while we cannot say that man’s end is 
anything else than to realise the faculties of his con- 
scious being, and we cannot know what these faculties 
are apart from their realisation, yet from reflection upon 
that . realisation as far as it has gone^ we can in a measure 
.estimate both what the faculty is and what is the direction in 
which it may be further developed? 

Are we then, it may be asked, left by ethical theory 
with no other guidance than the precept to fill in from 
the details of life the general schema of what ought to 
be in the realisation of Truth, Beaut}', and Sympathy? 
No doubt the form of statement which we have em- 
plo3"ed gives a rather more concrete content to our con- 
ception of what man’s better nature is, than Green’s 
statements do: but is it sufficiently concrete to be 
of any practical use whatever ? Mr Fairbr other has 
acutely observed that the answer to such a question 
‘Svould probably be positive or negative accordixig to 
the character, or even the temporary mood, of the 
questioner. The plan of a house on paper is assuredly 
nothing at all to a man craving immediate shelter, but 
in certain other refei-ences it might be regarded as 
almost' everything. In regard to a theory of Ethics, 

, Fr^kgmnma^ § I72,'. / , ■ , . 

- CC Prskgffmena, §§' 171-174 -stud Mmdf vol. viii. pp. 553 , , 554 * 
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especially where even the fundamental basis is a matter, 
.of controversy, such a form I [o.f. the.' End] .as that given ' 
will be a very haven of rest to the tired iiiqiiirer.*’ '.But': 
the principle that the good 'is always realised in the 
concrete circumstances of life, has more significance 
than might appear on a superficial view. This rna}’’ be 
illustrated by another able writer of the school to which 
I have referred. Speaking of the possibilit}^ of decid- 
ing whether this or that proposed act is right/’ Pro- 
fessor John Dewey says: ‘"'We have onh' to analyse 
the act itself. We have certain definite and wholly 
concrete facts, — the given capacity of the person at the 
given moment and his given surroundings. The judg- 
ment as to the nature of these facts is, in and for itself, a 
judgment as to the act to be done. The question ... is 
simply, What is this case ? The moral act ... is that 
which meets the present actual situation. Difficulties 
indeed arise, but they are the difficulties of resolving a 
complex case. They are intellectual, not moral. The 
case made out, the moral end stands forth.” ^ As Pro- 
fessor Dewey has it elsewhere, the content of the moral 
end is concrete to the core, including every detail of 
conduct : and this not in a rigid formula, but in the 
movement of life,” For it is very questionable whether! 
any act is ever done from pure ill-wili or immixed evil I 
intent. Before any evil is perpetrated there is always I 
the action, in the deliberating mind, of all kinds of 
prejudices, prepossessions, and specious pleas, which 
may so cloak the wished for deed with masks and 
disguises that it appears, to be something quite oilier 
than what it really is, and may at last be brought into 
apparent harmony with .the higher rational desires 
which at first conflicted with it. The evil arises from^ 

134, 135, ’ ‘r,. 



the wilful blindness which fails to realise what the 
proposed action verily, is. If,- however, Professor 
Dewe}', when calling this an Mntellectuar question, 
means that it is gained by purely intellectual opera™ 
tions, or that intellectual powers of a high order would 
facilitate its acquisition, he is in fatal conflict with 
ordinary experience. The question lying at the heart 
of every moral problem is this : What will the deed 
that I wish for really do ? What forces will it set at 
work in my world, and whither will they return ? 
Above all, what will it do in and for the lives of others ? 
This is a knowledge that can only be the fruit of an 
insight springing from the whole nature of man, as 
moulded by the widest and deepest experience of life 
in all its aspects. This insight may well be raiional in 
the deepest sense, but surely Professor Dewey cannot 
mean to identify it with rationality^ or to treat it as a 
product of reasoning. The same comment may be 
made on Green’s account of the “social interest,” 
Prolegomena^ § 199 sqq. To this we shall have to 
recur (ch. vii,) 

We must further bear in mind that all such practical 
decisions may be enlightened by reference to the estab- 
lished moral ideas of the age, so far as these have 
attained to any permanency and fixity. There is an 
established order of morality, in which the self- realising 
moral activity of man has taken form ; and which, as 
Green says, must^be _^regarded as uncondifiqq^tlly, 
iiig^,^,against every desire except that ^ Desire for the 
best ’ which produced the present code and will from 
time to time suggest its improvement. Again, for the 
social side of condtict^ important practical guidance 
may be derived byThe A, ethical writer * and ^practical 
reformer not only- from, .the best insight of his own 
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iiiiie,:' but .by-considering tht expansion 'qf' 'ihe ■conception 
of Right which takes place with the maturing of social 
life in ..the .course, of history/' ■. There 'Oan' be uio doubt ■ 
..that the ideas.. (3f the' concrete '.forms ;of 'duty .have..bee.n: ^ 
modified in the course of time, according to the varying 
requirements of social life and conditions ; and a study 
of this process of growth must be of value for under- 
standing what forms of conduct are appropriate to 
the present conditions. On this view the question is ^ 
purely sociological, not biological. We start with 
individuals living in the presence of their fellows — 
individuals who have the capacity for sympathetic 
insight into the social consequences of their conduct, , 
and who are capable of valuing such consequences as f 
one form of the standard or Ideal, Within such a moral ' 
world we may have an intelligible evolution of ideas of 
Duty and Right. This study, however, belongs essen- 
tially to practical or applied Ethics ; and valuable J 
material for it exists in many sociological and ethical 
writings. An instance — in outline — of the kind of 
study that I refer to will be found in Green’s brief but 
brilliant and deeply suggestive account of the Origin 
and Development of the Moral IdeaL^ 

§ 5. We must now discuss a mode of stating the 
End which has its origin in Hegel, and is very 
prominent in the ethical writings of Green, Caird, and 
their followers, from some of whom quotations have 
already been made. We adopted the formula of self- 
realisation ’ to indicate the character of the End, — the 
progressive realisation of the faculties of our nature 
as a whole, where the lower desires are given their 
proper place in the service of the higher. The ^self’ 

^ Prolegomena^ bk, iii. ch, (§§ 199-285). 
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which we had in view was essentially the individual 
seif* whose existence consists in The progressive' assimi- 
lation of its experiences, in moulding itself or building 
itself up, in organising itself in certain explicit, definite 
forms. In this process its faculties are 'realised' in 
varying degrees under the guidance of the Ideal which 
we have determined. But Green and others the 
term self-realisation is used in a much more extended 
significance : the self which is to be realised is held 
to be Infinite, to be Rational, to be Social. Let us 
examine what is involved ih these contentions. 

It is evident that without going beyond the view we 
have already expressed, we can, and must, admit that 
the Ideal is infinite. We cannot conceive ourselves 
as knowing that there is nothing more to be known, 
or indeed as having reached any static condition of 
perfection. But more than this is intended, as we 
shall see directly. With regard to the contention 
that the self which is to be realised is essentially 
Rational, we find that great importance is attached to 
this terminology : it therefore suggests that what is 
siirel}' a one-sidgd emphasis has been laid on the 
intellectual side of our mental life, and that the Ideals 
of Goodness and Beauty are of no worth unless they 
can be reduced to cases of the cognitive process or 
states of ' thought.’ This is to subordinate all else to 
certain quite imaginary demands of the intellectual 
Ideal, In reality Truth is more modest. We have 
already seen that the intellectual factor ^ should take its 
place as one element in the whole Ideal of human 
personality, being neither more nor less fundamental 
than the others. If this is really the view- of the 
writers in question, .many of their modes of expression 
^ That is, as workii^ in tKe.re^iisation of * world-knowledge.’ , , ‘ 



OF ETHICS. 


339 


are inappropriate and cannot fail : to 
'.The Hiatter will be; rendered '■■.clearer .by; an. .examination 
..of 'the^.most■ recent' statement of the ^ self-realisation ’ 
theory — that of Professor M^ackenzied'':'; 

The form or type of the Ideal Self Pi'ofessor Mac- 
kenzie finds in the highest form of self-conscioiisness. 
He distinguishes three grades of self- consciousness, 
which are not absolutely separate from one another, 
but in which the higher emerges from the lower. The 
lowest stage is the unit}^ of the mere feeling of pleasure 
or pain conditioned by experience of the present state 
of the bodily organism A higher stage is reached 
when the individual being is conscious of the unity of 
his personal life through its successive changes. The 
highest form is the consciousness of that S3'Stematic 
Unity of the Universe which it is the Ideal of Science 
and Philosophy to make explicit in knowledge. The 
author remarks, in passing, that ^Hhe familiar line 
‘ self- reverence, self-knowledge, self-control/ may be 
quoted as an illustration of these three senses of the 
term ‘self.’ The self which we control is the animal 
self ; the self which we know is the individual self ; the 
self which we reverence is the Ideal self.” It is in 
regard to the highest form of self-consciousness that 
oiir view is in serious divergence from his. Man’s 
consciousness of the Ideal is not exhausted in the 
intellectual Ideal of knowledge ; to this I have already 
alluded, and the question will meet us again when we 
investigate the metaphysical postulates of Ethics. I 
agree with Professor Mackenzie that the form of this 

^ See liis Introduction to Social Philosophy^ ch. iii.-iv. (and edition). 

2 Consentience” is a convenient term which has been suggested —by 
Mr Mi vart, I believe— to indicate this, stag^ of con'scioiis nnity. • 
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Ideal is that of the systematic Unity of the Universe : 
but here, apparently, we diverged Although this Ideal 
is the perfection of one aspect of our personal con- 
sciousness — namely, Intelligence ; yet the reality to 
which the Ideal refers — that is, the systematic Whole, 
or Universe, which I agree with Professor Mackenzie 
in regarding as the originating source of the Ideal as 
this appears in the individual consciousness — cannot 
properly or even intelligibly be said to be a mode of 
self or a state of the personal life : it is a super-personal 
reality. Hence consciousness of the Ideal of Know- 
ledge cannot properly be called a form of self-con- 
sciousness. The term ^ self ’ should be reserved for 
the personal life of the individual : which is not some- 
thing in se ipso tofus feres aiqiie rottmdus, but is conscious 
of itself as imperfect, finite, and dependent, and, 
therefore, of itself as ruled by an Ideal of infinite and 
absolute worth. The former consciousness is insepar- 
able from the latter, and indeed implies it ; but to 
call the latter a form of self-consciousness, inevitably 
suggests that the identify of the Ideal and the Actual, of 
Man and God, is emphasised in excess of the difference 
which this and every identity implies : or it suggests 
that the Ideal answers to no present Reality at all, so 
that the Divine is simply a name for the highest term 
of human progress. 

The next important point that needs to be cleared 
up is the significance of the contention that the real 
self is a Social self. According to the school of Green 
and Caird, the self which is being realised is infinite, 
and finds itself in the realisation of a community of 
persons.'’ This conception of the ultimate good, in 

^ The followmg statements .appear, perhaps, dogmatic; but they are so 
expressed only for the sake of brevity. and clearness. 
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.Green’s ' wordsj.: ■ does /.not ■a.dmit'.-'.o.f the , dist,i!ictioii ' 
between good for self and good for others ” : ^ the true 
good of one man is simply identical with that of others. 

: .Na,W;,,oiif . view, as has been , pointed out, implies . that ■ • ■ 
the self wl'iich is being realised is the indiyiducil life : 
and'^dhis . not only ''admits, but renders necessary '.the . 
distinction referred to : what it excludes is an opposi- i 
tion, contradiction, or conflict between good for self 
and good for others. We may go further and say that ' 
the identity necessaril3r involves the distinction; for ' 
no unit}’ or identity can be intelligibly maintained , 
unless there are disUngidshabU things between which ' 
it is to hold : only because of difference is identity 
asserted, and it is self-contradictory to make the , 
identity annihilate the differences which are its neces- ; 
sary basis. If the foregoing expresses all that Green’s i 
apparently paradoxical statement implies, the diver- 
gencehf view is of course much more apparent than real. 

Again, since it is not in the least to be denied that 
man is only moral and indeed onty human ^ in society/ 
that is, when living in the presence of his fellows and 
holding certain definitely organised relations to them, 

— since, in a word, social life is to personality what 
language is to thought,” we may say with Green that it 
is only by participating in the life of a community’- that 
the individual, in spite of his fiiiitude, can realise the 
infinite possibilities of his nature.” Hence we may 
state our view of the true Good either as the realisation 
of an ideal community or as the realisation of all the 
functions of personality in the service of the highest of 
them, — knowledge, leauty, rational sympathy. From 
some points of view the former, is the more suggestive ; 
from others, the latter. . The latter, perhaps, , has the 
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more direct bearing upon life, as being less void of 
positive content than the former; but the value and 
significance of the idea of partnership in a larger whole 
— which the former view emphasises — cannot easity be 
exaggerated. That Man’s nature is to make himself 
a member of a kingdom whose uniting bonds are a 
harmony of the tn^e interests and aims of its members,, 
has been the burden of the ethical teaching of Chris- 
tianity from the beginning, and it has found clear and 
strong expression in the utterances of the greatest 
thinkers of ancient Greece and of the modern woiid.. 
Our being’s end and aim may be far 7nore^ but it cannot 
be less, than this : make thyself a member of such a 
kingdom — a kingdom whose union consists in the 
working together of harmonious, though different, in- 
terests, desires, and aims. Let us not think that such 
a kingdom is worthless because it is small, or be led 
away by that shallow view which would make Gini- 
versality ’ tantamount to mere extent in space and time. 
Its value depends not on the number of its members 
or its wide extent, but on the ethical worth of its unit- 
ing principle. The kingdom of the social reformer 
may be the field of the social and political organisation 
of society ; the kingdom of the philosopher or scientific 
thinker may be the whole intellectual empire of human- 
ity ; the kingdom of the mother may be only the circle 
of her little ones in her home ; but it is not this differ- 
ence that makes the one worth more or less than the 
other. The reformer’s or the thinker’s kingdom is not 
iherefore — simply because it extends to a larger number 
of persons — worth more than h#s; and it may be 
worth much less. The. ideal kingdom in this sense is 
a spiritual 'fellowship 'transcending all national limita- , 
tions, all distinctions of ■, .race and class, even all limita- 
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' tions,' of 'time and^space: and. earthly, existence*. , It.is; av ^ 
kingdom where the only conditions of citizenship are 
intellectual and spiritual faith, love, and brotherhood : 
into which all enter in whose lives these are the moving 
springs of conduct. Even though know it not, 
they are not alone. The existence of this kingdom is 
the best guarantee for the welfare of the visible social 
community : and the growth of this kingdom is assuredly 
the only ' social progress ’ worth the name. 

The doctrine of the essentially social character of the 
Ideal of personality is given a very different turn when 
the community that is to be ^ realised ’ is identified 
with the actual social organisation. The whole con- 
tents of morality disappear into the external routine of 

my social station and its duties,” and human selves 
are regarded simply as the products of society ; they 
are products of a general life of humanit}/ which uses 
them as its vehicles, but which cannot be said to be 
realised in them. It cannot be said to be realised in 
their individual lives, for these are transient and dis- 
appear, with the marks of all their imperfections thick 
upon them, — unrealised ideals, unsatisfied desires, 
failures, sins, missings of the mark. ‘ Society,’ indeed, 
goes on : but is it not a solemn mockery to consider 
the history of the social organisation as a process of 
' self-realisation ’ on the part of its individual members ? 
Yet this view certainly seems to be implied in many 
statements of the Neo- Hegelian school in Ethics, — 
particularly Dewey, Bradley, and M^head : and they 
have taken no pains to repudiate it. It is implied, too, 
in a tendency whic^ is widely prevalent at the present 
day,— to merge Ethics in Politics : ^ the theory of 

1 ‘ Politics,’ of course, is to be understood ‘‘in the ancient and honour- 
able, not the modern and degraded, sense of the terra,” 
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man's characteristic epyoj/, of what man ought to be. 
is merged in the theory of civil society. I may illus> 
trate by reference to the Fabian Essays in Socialism, 
a book representing a mode of thought and feeling 
which has wide influence. Here it is laid down that, 
for the production of individual types of character, 
personal development is to be superseded b}^ social 
organisation ” : or rather, the most perfect and fitting 
development of each individual is not necessarily the 
utmost and highest development of his own personality, 
but the filling in the best possible wa}’ of his humble 
function in the great social machine.” ^ The idea 
seems to be that the life of the individual is not in 
truth his own life at all, but one aspect of the general 
life of the actual, visible social organism. Mr Muir- 
head, referring to the case of the suicide, observes that 

no man has a life of his own to take: his life has 
been given him, and made all that it is, by Society,” 
— he is merely an element in it, and the welfare of 
any such element is altogether subordinate to that of 
the whole. 

Now even if this account of the relation of the in- 
dividual to the social life were completely satisfactory, 
it would be necessar}^ to be perfectly clear on the ques- 
tion how far the organisation of society is a natural 
product, — the result of a struggle for existence among 
communities and among different ideas of desirable 
conduct within any community. If society is such a 
natural product, then the fact that a certain kind of* 
conduct tends to preserve the efficiency of its organisa- 
tion affords no reason why we should act in that way 
rather than in any other ; why should we take social 
health as the 'End, in '.preference to any other natural 
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object to which our desires can be directed? If the 
' social organism ’ is only an outcome of natural e^colu- 
tion^j.it isron the same level-with any other .prodiiet; 
of that evolution : what is^ the ground for the special 
value assigned to it in relation to ethical action ? On 
the naturalistic ' theory of the origin of morality, as 
maintained, among many others, by Professor Alex- 
ander,^ it is difficult to see what ground there is for 
taking as the supreme ethical End the x'itality of the 
social 'organism’ rather than that of, say, the vege- 
table kingdom. Both alike are aimless products of 
a continuous process of universal change. If we give 
a Utilitarian turn to the argument and interpret social 
welfare or health in the hedonistic sense, then the 
evolutionary basis is abandoned and we are involved in 
all the difficulties besetting the Utilitarian theory as a 
system. Mr Spencer partly adopts this position : he 
takes the preservation of life — in the individual and the 
race — as the final end, but equally with this he takes 
the realisation of the general pleasure as the end, since 
life that is not pleasant is not worth preserving. The 
weakest part of his argument is the attempted proof - 
that these two ends — Life and Pleasure — are ultimately 
identical. It must be observed, too, that with him 
Life tends to be understood always in the biological 
sense, while Alexander and Stephen tend to under- 
stand it in the sociological sense. It is difficult to 
use more definite expressions, for none of the writers 
have properly investigated the real relation of Biology 
and Sociology. However, Professor Alexander and Mr 

See his Moral Order and Progress^ zxi.^ Leslie Stephen’s Science of 
Ethics. ’ . 

See Professor Sidgwick^s critical examination of the system, 
voL V. p. 216 ; and cf. his article in vol, i, p. 52. , 


THE METHOD 


346 

Stephen are clear in subordinating the realisation of 
Pleasure to that of Life. 

If the naturalistic theoi}^ of the origin of mox-ality is 
rejected, then of course the above objections do not 
apply. It may be held that underlying the social union 
is a metaphysical unity of the innumerable outwardly 
distinct selves w’hich make up society ; and the exist- 
ence of this unity may be held to be the real ground of 
our duties to the visible social organism. Thus Pro- 
fessor Mackenzie, following Dr Caird, identifies the 
deeper and only real ' unity of society ’ with the unity 
of all rational beings as such.^ This too is unquestion- 
ably the view which Green was concerned to defend. 
We need not now discuss the metaphysical aspects of 
the question : we may agree that the reality of such a 
fundamental principle of unity is a necessary postulate 
for Ethics, /Esthetics, and Epistemology, and that in 
the further determination of its nature we find the 
ground for the reality and obligatory worth of the 
Ideal we have assumed : these positions we shall have 
to defend. For our present purpose the question is, 
How far can we regard this fundamental Principle, this 
Ground of the obligation to serve the Ideal of person- 
ality, as identical with, or as realised in, the actual social 
order ? Is there any suggestiveness, or any meaning, 
in describing the action which is governed by the ideal 
as an identification of one’s self with societ}?- — a giving 
to one’s self definite place and membership in the 
social community ? To this we must return a negative 
ans^ver : for a man’s personal perfection is not essen- 
tially and immediately,, but only partially and in effect, 
manifested in the performance of the duties determined 
by his civic ^ or social, position. The effective perform- 

^ io SmialPhiimphyddk. iii. ad fin.; cb. iv. &d fin. 
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ance of these is a consequence ^ of his growth in 
perfection, although this growth w^oiild be irnpossibltj 
were he not in the society of his fellows. That this was 
Green’s position appears plainly when we consider his 
answer to the question, What do personal moral Good- 
ness and personal moral Progress consist in, essentially 
and fundamentally ? If he had explained these con- 
ceptions merely by reference to the Society in which 
the person in question finds himself, defining the good 
as that which promotes the equilibrium, harmony, 
efficiency, health, &c,, of that Society, then his doc- 
trine would have been on the lines which are laid 
down by Mr M airhead, and which have only to be 
further developed to lead to the doctrine of Professor 
Alexander. But he explains the nature of the good 
by reference to the constitution of the personal life,, 
wffiich indeed '^cannot be torn from its environment 
except by a process of violent abstraction ” ; but the 
environment is not exhausted in civic society : it must 
be extended so as to include all time and all existence.- 
A man’s true good, therefore, is not exhausted in his 
duties to society : it consists in a perfection of charac- 
ter which is realised in the harmonious fulfilment of all 
his capacities in their due order of subordination : and 

this perfection being that of an agent who is properly 
an object to himself, cannot lie in any use that is made 
of him, but only in a use that he makes of himself.”^ 
Green, therefore, I think, would have assented to the 
view that the adequate fulfilment of the duties of a 

^ This word is open to , objection, but we may waive interrupting 
refinements. 

“ In other words, hk seif /lood is not made what it is by its relations, 
to ‘society.’ That it is deeply affected ,by these relations from earliest 
infancy is perfectly obvious : -but they db not manufacture it. 

Prdegmnetia^ § 247 and passim. 
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man’s social position is not the most fundamental 
form of his good : we can go deeper than this. The 
fulfilnient of such things is a consequence of such good- 
ness or Worth as has been realised in the man’s per- 
sonal character : and this realisation is the best security 
for the performance of social functions. 

The animus of these suggestions is not in the direc- 
tion of the doctrine that a man’s ^self-realisation’ 
or personal good is in any respect anti - social or 
attainable in selfish isolation : but that it is a hope- 
lessly inadequate account of his good to regard it 
as realised simply in working out the functions deter- 
mined by the political and social institutions of the 
community in which he actually finds himself. When 
limited thus,, duty becomes an external routine ; the 
concrete good of any and every case in actual life 
must contain far more than this. Let us suppose 
any concrete case ; the idea that what is obligatory 
and binding on a man in this present juncture can 
be exhaustively described by reference to any ^social 
institutions’ is one which becomes almost meaning- 
less upon examination ; for to say that my present 
duty is determined by my position in relation to my 
fellow-men — my position as husband, father, fellow- 
workman, fellow-citizen, or whatever it be — is only 
to say that I ought to do what I ought to do : it 
is the special form which these relations take in this 
case which gives rise to my problem and determines 
my duty. There are certain general ideas of the 
conduct characteristic of a ^good’ father, citizen, &c., 
which will be found current in the thought of the 
community; and such enlightenment as these can 
give I am of course'' bou'h'd' to avail m3^self of. But 
they only present themseiyes in the form of general 
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principles: and, as we have seen, their guidance may 
be very partial and defective, and they ina}" not go 
very deep; for as Mr Stephen has said — although 

Be good, if you would be happ}^ • * is the verdict 
even of worldly prudence, it adds in an emphatic 
aside, ''Be not too good.” 

Such considerations as those that we have been 
dwelling on lead us to reject the view — to which 
we referred above — that the individual human life 
is a mere correlate of the general social life, and is 
an unreal abstraction if regarded as in any \va.y inde- 
pendent of the latter. It is of the greatest importance 
to be clear on this subject : let us therefore follow Pro- 
fessor Mackenzie in distinguishing the various possible 
conceptions of the relation between the man and the 
community.^ Of these there are five. "A monadistio 
view of society would be one which regarded all the 
individuals of whom the society is composed as by 
nature independent of each other and as connected 
together only by a kind of accidental juxtaposition. 
Such a view might lead to the conclusion that the 
connection of individuals in a society tends to inter- 
fere with the development of the individual life, and 
that it would be better for the individuals if they 
could manage to live apart. A monistic view, on the 
other hand, would be one which regarded the union 
of human beings as the primary fact with regard to 
them, and the whole nature and character of the 
individual life as a mere outcome of social conditions. 
The natural conclusion of this view ^would be, that 
the individual has no right to any independent life 
of his own, that he owes all that he is and has to 
the society in which he ^ is“ born, and that society 
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may fairly use him as a mere means, to its develop- 
ment. A mechanical or dualistic view, again, would 
regard the individual as partly dependent and partly 
independent, — as to some extent possessing a life of 
Ills own and yet to some extent dependent on his 
social surroiindingsd This view would naturally lead 
in practice to a certain effort after compromise,— an 
effort to realise our individual lives and yet so to 
subject ourselves to social conditions as not to miss 
that element of our being with which they provide 
us. A chemical view would be similar, except that 
it would regard the new life with which we are pro- 
vided by society as a complete transformation of our 
original and natural life* . . * Finally, an organic view 
of society would be one which regarded the relation 
of the individual to society as an intrinsic one, — one 
which recognised that the individual has an inde- 
pendent life of his own, and yet which saw that 
that independent life is nothing other than his social 
life/’’ 

The only objection to the fifth or ^organic’ view 
— to my mind — is, that it is thoroughly vague and 
ambiguous ; the form of it which is apparently the 
same may, in the minds of different writers and 
readers, express really divergent ideas. The greatest 
danger is that it shall be understood so as to become 
identical with the second or abstractly monistic con- 
ception. The truth it contains seems inuch better 
expressed by a development of the third view in such 
a way as to bring out an intelligible connection be- 

^ Professor Mackenzie might have pomted out that the ‘ dualism ’ arises 
only in so far as these two kinds of life are left by the theory in abstract 
separation from one another, ’ without any suggestion of an intelligible 
relation between them. So far- as 'Such relation is discoverable, the theory 
is neither ‘ mechanical ’ nor ^-duaiisticP / , 
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individual and' the ^.aocial. sides', of ''roan’s 
■Batur.e.,; ,.We canascertam. the source of the ambiguity 

by bringing the matter down to first principles. In 
Green’s idea that the Good does not admit of the 
distinction between good for self and good for others, 
— in Professor Mackenzie’s view that the social life 
is related to the individual life as a whole '' whose 
essence consists in its relations to its parts, and the 
essence of whose parts consists in their relations to 
it/’^ — and in many similar statements found in writers 
representative of this school, we seem to have an 
ambiguous doctrine of Relation. There are two views 
with regard to the nature of a relation as such. One 
is that of Green in the metaphysical part of the Pro- 
legomena : relations ‘ constitute ’ the reality that stands 
in them ; any object is made what it is by its relations 
to other objects and ultimately to the Universe as a 
whole. Applying this principle to the question w-e are 
speaking of — the relation of the individual life to the 
social community — we are led to the abstractly mon- 
istic view that the individual is an abstraction, — he is 
nothing but what the past history and present state 
of society have made him. We must notice that 
such a conclusion only follows even from this epis- 
temological doctrine by a false abstraction of ' society ’ : 
granting that every being is made what it is simpl}^ by 
its relations to Reality as a whole or the Absolute, the 
monistic view of ‘ society ’ only follows if we in effect 
identify ^ society ’ with the Absolute : that is to say, 
if we deify humanity. But precisely this idea is im- 
plicit in much of modern sociological and ethical 
speculation : even in ^ Hegelian ’ thought there is an 
important tendency which results in the Absolute, 
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or Godj being made simply a name for the highest 
stages of human progress. Our point is, therefore, 
that even if this were true — even if God were simply 
Humanity at its best, as we know it — we must still 
insist that our personal lives are not Tiiere correlatives 
; of Humanity. This doctrine that the being of any- ^ 
I thing is exhausted in its relations to other things, 

I is essentially irrational. Nothings cannot be related; | 

5 the terms are something beyond their relation, which i 
requires them as much as they require it, or more ^ 
I than they require it. Mr Bradley has forcibly but ^ 
quite truly said that relation which somehow pre- 
cipitates terms which were not there before, or a rela- 
tion which can get on somehow without terms, and 
with no differences beyond the mere ends of a line 
of connection, is really a phrase without meaning”:^ 
and it is just as absurd to regard individuals as if 
they were nothings except as mere parts of Society, 
or had been somehow precipitated b}^ Societ}^ 
Such an attempt to affirm relations wUhotit terms is 
as one-sided and irrational as the opposite attempt 
to affirm terms without relations. This doctrine would 
hold that any being may be what it is quite inde- 
pendently of its relations to other beings, which only 
affect it in an accidental and immaterial way; and 
it would lead to the abstractly monadistic view which 
stands first in Professor Mackenzie's list. 

The truer view denies that terms can exist out of 
relation, for such would be unthinkable ; but at the 
same time it denies that the nature of any term can be 
exhausted in its relations to other terms. This prin- 
ciple is implicitly adopted by Green in \vorking out his 
view of the significance of the social in relation to the 



individual life: it is explicitly adopted by Professor 
Mackenzie^, when he sa3^s, in another passage, There is 
a monadistic as well as a monistic element in liunian 
society”; if it is true that the individual is formed by 
the habits and customs of the people, it is true that 
the habits and customs of the people grow out of the 
characters of the individual citizen ; . . . the individual 
is the expression of his society, but ... a change in 
society takes place- only through change in its individual 
members.” ^ It would, I think, be difficult to state the 
truth in this perplexing question more effectively than 
is here done ; and the best analogy is that indicated by 
Green : As Language is to Thought, so is Society to 
the Individual. Without the former, there could be 
nothing of the latter as we know it ; but the former, in 
each case, is, so to speak, more the dependent function 
of the latter than the latter is of the former. 

Let us now briefi}^ review our position. We started 
with the assumption that there is a supreme Ideal, 
which we found must be an Ideal of personal life. We 
were led to reject two theoretical views of its nature, 
each of which was proved to be one-sided by reference 
to the actual constitution of the life whose Ideal it 
claimed to state, and neither of which, when carried 
out systematically, had sufficient coherence to main- 
tain itself. F'alling back, therefore, on the development 
of personality as a whole, we found three supreme ends 
which are capable of being pursued independently of 
one another to a certain extent^ but which seemed to 
have equally just claims to enter into the Ideal. 

^ Op. iV/,, pp. 174, 175 ; the italics are mine. The same view is expressed 
by Professor James Seth, Study of Mtkimi Pnmtpks, pp. 29S ff., and by Dr 
Martinean, of Ethical Theory (3rd edition), ,vol ii. pp. 402-406. 
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What, then, is the ground of their joint claim to 
constitute it? As regards this question, we have, 
through the greater part ' of 'the preceding; discussion, ^ 
adopted a point of view which may be called that of 
a higher form of Intuitionism : instinctively we know 
that in the progressive attainment of Truth, Beauty, 
Righteousness, we are realising the highest capacities 
of our nature, in whose service all other springs of 
action should be co-ordinated, and that these are the 
aims which give to life all its worth. Now it ma)’ 
prove that there is a sense in which an Intuitionism 
of this kind is the last word of Ethics ; but we must 
push the question further before we can rest in such a 
conclusion. More than once we have been led to go 
beyond this point of view. We have pointed out how 
in realising these ' highest ’ aims the individual is car- 
ried beyond himself : his life, without ceasing to be 
his own, without being lost in something impersonal, 
begins to be brought into deep harmony with other 
lives. This has appeared most clearly in the Intellec- 
tual and Moral Ideals ; and it brings us to the question, 
Is this self-transcending character of the Good the 
real ground of its obligation upon us? 

The problems here suggested are those that lead 
from Ethics into Metaphysics; but at this transition 
we must close our present inquiry. 
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T“objecx' of:^' moral-; j;ld.g:m:ent.;”, 

;It is', well known .that the question wliether trie object of 
m-oml , judgment generally .■is,,,and:’- always' ought to- he. the 
iiiotived or the ' intention/ has been debated, for the most 
part with much ambiguity of terms, between ' Intuitionists ' 
and * Utilitarians^ A little reflection is siifiicient to show that 
the kernel of the question is this : Is ethical action — the 
action which properly -conies ■ ; within the sphere of ethical 
■valuatiori— the action of a pers.on, 'as such, or can we attribute, 
praise and blame to conduct considered merely as a succession 
of so many events in the external world, without regard to the 
character of the agent ? 

Those who think, with Professor Sidgwick, that the good- 
ness or badness of an act depends on its intention/ that is, 
on all of its consequences which were foreseen, lake the 
second view. They omit the reference to character: for 
them the question is, Were these consequences foreseen?’ 
But they cannot entirely ignore the personal reference, , for it 
would sometimes be necessary to ask, Can we reasonably say 
that these consequences ought to have been foreseen ? 

We cannot be satisfied with this. In estimating the ethical 
worth of an act, we must ask, Which of these consequences 
did the agent des/n% and why did he desire them ? This ques- 
tion *UVhy did he desire them?’’ introduces the reference to 
personal character ; for the^,iies^, to satisfy which the action 
was carried out, is the offspring of the character. The agent’s 
character was sucK'lhat on ffiis’'particuiar occasion this thing 
appeared to him desirable. We may therefore say that the 
worth of an act depends on its motive, if by ‘ motive ’ we 
mean a desire for a certain object.' motive in this sense 
is not a mere feeling of want, , but a feeling together with 
the idea of the object which satisfles^^ It is evident that 
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the feeling of want alonCj in abstraction from its object, cannot 
be called good or bad : we should scarcely pass moral judg- 
ment upon a man for wanting merely, until we found out 
what he wanted and in what circumstances. Some writers 
have used the word ‘motive’ in this sense of^a^^Jeelmtg^jn 
nhstraction fro m its object. i^But if we must use this term at 
all — thls^ossilised confusion ’ as Sir A. Grant well called it — 
it seems best to make it include both the ideational and the 
affective elements, as being tjie. ..ideiA pf consequences 

' diie -act- k. done. 

In the constructive part of Dr Martineau’s Types of Ethical 
Theory^ the word ‘ motive ’ wavers between these two senses : 
so does each of the terms that he uses as synonymous with it, 

— ‘ spring of action,’ ‘ impulse,’ ‘ tendency,’ ‘ incentive,’ ‘ impel- 
ling principle,’ ‘inner propulsion,’ ‘inner suggestion.’ This 
ambiguity is specially unfortunate for his theory, because his 
fundamental contention is that^the moral quality of the act 
depends on its ‘motive’ and ^ on nothing^ eEf. 4 The ambigu- 
ity that I speak of has two forms. Dr Martineau frequently 
allows himself to speak of motives, or springs of action, ks if 
they were independent forces playing in the theatre of the 
mind j but at the same time he explicitly states that each 
spring IS “issued by the mind,” and has its “dynamic source” 
there. In other words, it is the offspring of char acter in * 
relation to present circumstances. This is quite inconsistent 
with the language of personification ; but this language is - 
resorted to so frequently as to make the reader feel that it is 
not intended to be purely figurative. Again, the place he 
assigns to the “primary springs of action” is open to much 
question. A primary spring is defined as a mere spontaneity,^ 
a tendency urging us in the way of unrefl ecting insto ct to the 
attainment of objects not foreseen by ourselves. With regard 
to this, Professor Sidgwick has justly observed that though in 
the adult human being such spontaneities may occasionally 
operate, they cannot be at all intense or prolonged ■without 
calling up a representation of the consequences to which they 
prompt. They are residua dr habits due to past fully con- 
; scions acts. If some nf Dr Martineaii’s expressions in his 
hiccount of these ‘ natural' tendencies ’ were taken literally and 
|pressed, they would* _ result 'in; the doctrine that the proper.. 
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objects of moral judgment are wants in abstraction from thMr 
'■objects, desires which are desires for nothing in |xin.icular M 
’ when two of these conflict, we have a feeling of 

their relative moral worth, and this feeling is the ground of the 
moral judgment. bSecondary springs' — in other words, those 
that are directed to the pleasure and gratification, as such, 
which are afforded by a primary spring — are judged in the 
same way relatively to one another and to the primaries. 
Manifestly such a doctrine cannot be held for a moment ^ 
But there are other expressions in Dr Martin eau's account of 
the ‘ primary springs ' which tend to represent them more as 
desires for oii/ec/s which are consciously represented to tlie 
mind. We are told that the voluntary state, where at least 
two impulses are present, ‘Mmplies undeniably a/? end in vkn\ 
and no end can bring itself into view except in relation to 
some other to set it off into distinctness for our contempla- 
tion.” Again: “We think only by differencing ; and nothing 
can lie before us as an object, otherwise than as it is cut out 
by contrast either from its antecedents in time or from its 
analogies in place or possibility. . , . All judgment is relative 
and p?'edicates disiinctmi ; and our mind could attach no 
predicate to a spring of action^ did we not see it side by side 
with something dissimilar^' If, therefore, Dr Martineau admits 
a consciousness of the distinction between two such, impulses, 
gand of their moral worth, he must admit a consciousness of 
their complementary objects, — their ‘ ends in view ' ; as one 
of Dr Martineau's critics has truly said, “'If a man knows 
that he is being driven by the impulse of love, he knows that 
he is being driven towards a beloved object : if he knows that 
he is being driven by a desire for food, he also knows that 
food will satisfy his hunger.”^ 

If, then, purposive desire is the * unit of conduct,’ ^ and every 

^ That is, in the consciousness of the agent. As %ve have seen, Dr 
IMartineau conceives of them after the analogy of instincts. 

- Op, cii.,, voL ii. p, 35 (3rd edition). 

^ Cf. Professor S, W, Dyde’s critical account of Dr Jvlartineairs theory, 
yoiirnal of Speculative Philosophy^ vol. xxii, pp, 13S-169. I'he doctrine 
of ‘ .secondary springs* is, however, misunderstood; these are desires for 
pleasure^ arising out of the primaries as lust may arise out of appetite.^ 

^ It is not denied that blind instinct, plays a very important part in the 
historical evolution of mind ; but Ethics must deal with man as possessed 
of conscious purpose. . ' 
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such desire springs from a wider circle of desires, or an 
interest, which again depends upon character, it is evident 
that in case of a conflict between two or more particular 
desires vre cannot properly pass moral judgment on the case 
if we do no more than consider the relation of these desires, 
merely as particulars, to one another. Other desires for 
wider aims would arise, on each side, in w’hose train the 
original one would take its place, — until some end or aim 
which was regarded as supremely regulative of Life was ap- 
pealed to. Professor Sidgwick has well said ^ that, ''* If a 
serious question of conduct is raised, I cannot conceive myself 
deciding it morally by any comparison of motives below the 
highest : . . , the comparison ultimately decisive would not 
be between the lower motives primarily conflicting, but be- 
tween the effects of the different lines of conduct to which 
these lower motives respectively prompt, considered in relation 
to whatever we regard as the ultimate end or ends of reason- 
able action.'" Thus Dr Martineau’s theory of conscience, when 
developed on lines that he himself suggests but does not 
work out, results in the ethical theory wdiich has been ex- 
pounded in the preceding chapter. We retain what is deepest 
and truest in his system : we accept his doctrine that our 
^springs of action" — understood as c onsciousl y purposive 
desires — cannot . b,e„ divided . into- two. classes, 
r1giir*and the absolutely wrong, but arrange themselves in a 
scale of moral Worth and various degrees therein; we 
recognise gratefully his insistence on the truth that every one 
of our ^ natural tendencies " is ethically justified m its proper 
phicep‘ and his brief but profound interpretation of moral pro- 
gress as the gradual organisation of such tendencies, high and 
iow% and of our reflection upon them, into ^ social consensus 

1 Method.^ III. xii. 3. 

- I>r Martineau excludes the ' secondary passions ’ as ‘ alone inadmissible.’ 
But these passions seem to be only another name for what has been called 
pure or disinterested malevolence— that Ls, the delight in indicting pain 
and injury simply because it is pain, and injury and for no other reason 
whatever. I think with Mr Bradley that such a propensity does not exist; 
though I am aware that the contrary view is strongly maintained by so 
competent ajisychologist as Professor Bain; see Mind^ vol. viii. pp. 4x5, 
562. But if there is such a thihg as. pure malevolence, we certainly accept 
0 r Martineau*s judgment oh id' ;; 



THE ‘‘OBJECT OF MORAL JUDGMENT." 


,555 


and,. .re!igibn.J, ^ ,We say,, ^'.with' ■' Dr . ■ Martineaii,- ' that 
^ knowledge with ourselves,^ large or small, which wc may have 
of the superior right of one spring of action over another 
comes under the head of consciences^'’ and that this is the true 
form of the moral judgment ; but this judgment of the 
relative worth of our desires is not based merely on a special 
kind of feeling which arises when two of them meet : it is 
based on a comparison of their objects with what for the time 
hemg is taken as the supreme Ideal of life as a whole. In 
view of such an Ideal their organisation takes place, as the 
historical evolution of morality proceeds. 

Thus, as regards the question placed at the head of the 
present note, our conclusion is that the ‘ motive,’ in the sense 
here explained, is the most fundamental determinant of the 
moral worth of conduct ; when we go beyond this, it is to 
consider the whole personality of the agent, and not the 
consequences of his conduct in abstraction from himself. 
Take the case — sometimes brought forward in this discussion 
— of an inquisitor torturing a heretic because he sincerely 
believes that it is for the eternal good of the latter, or con- 
duces to the glory of God ” : it is said that the motive is a 
pure one, but the action is thoroughly bad. Now here we 
must not stop when we have traced the motive back to a desire 
for the heretic’s ‘good ’ or a desire to ‘glorify ’ God ; we must 
ask, How came the inquisitor to think that any divine or 
human good could be attained by such a means ? May we 
not say that what is implicitly condemned in such a case is 
the whole S5''stem of personal beliefs and convictions -which 
could produce a desire to torture men ‘ for their good ’ ? In 
other words, the act is bad because ultimately the motive is 
bad; the character of the agent, on its intellectual side at 
least, — and perhaps beyond the intellect, — is thoroughly per- 
verted. To regard intelligence as an essential part of character 
may seem contrary to common-sense \ intellectually, w^e only 
make mistakes, ^Yhile morally, \ve do wrong. It may thus be 
said that the intellectual fault is a mere misfortune, while the 
moral fault cannot be looked upon in that light. It will be 
evident that a prior question- which needs to be settled is this : 

^ Op, cit,,, pp. 401-406 (quoted below). , , - P. 402. 
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What is the place and function of Intelligence or Reason in our 
nature ? If intelligence means only the ^ analytical understand- 
ing/ — ifj as ITume and Comte tell us, it is only a calculaliug 
faculty^ for determining means to ends which are outside itself, 
— then intellectual excellences or defects are, in the main, 
indifferent to character ; for by supposition the intelligence, 
so understood, can be put in the service of all ends indiffer- 
ently, moral or immoral. This is what is meant by saying 
that it is only a faculty for calculating means to ends ‘ outside 
itself’: it has nothing more in common with the motives 
springing from the noblest feeling of self-sacrifice, than with 
those springing from the basest egoistic feeling. Even in this 
case, common -sense would only allow that Intelligence is 
Jbr the most part indifferent to character ; for intellectual 
mistakes which are signs of ‘carelessness’ are moral faults; 
and a blundering, careless pursuit of a high moral aim would 
sometimes be condemned as morally blameworthy. But in 
truth, when' Reason is thus limited our nature is mutilated ; 
our Intelligence has functions and capacities which to 

be developed, and which effectually carry us beyond the one- 
sided views and narrow regions to which any point of view 
furnished merely by the analytical understanding would limit 
us ; and simply for this reason it is possible for morality to 
be rational, — for sympathetic insight to be a function of our 
whole nature. Self-consciousness depends in part on the de- 
\’elopment of Reason ; and the more profoundly we are con- 
scious of our selves, the deeper is our insight into the real 
needs of other selves. From this point of view, such conduct 
as that of the inquisitor must be condemned as profoundly 
bad, because its motive ultimately depends on the idea that 
God can be glorified, or the divine element in man benefited, 
by torture of the body. 

In the course of the preceding discussion I have been led 
to refer to the fundamental positions in Dr Martineau’s ethical 
theory ; and have shown, incidentally, how far it is from being, 
what it is sometimes represented as being, an objectionable 
form of individualistic Intuitionism. The quotations and 
references given in §§ 2 and 3 of the next chapter will afford 
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THE POSTULATES OF IDEALIST ETHICS. 

The problem of ethical theory, in the proper sense, 
we take to be this : What is the supreme Ideal of 
human life — its ultimate or absolute End? The 
correspondence of Ethics with Metaphysics is there- 
fore at once apparent; for the problem of meta- 
physical theory is to deal with the question, What 
is the ultimate or absolute Reality? By the latter 
term we mean that on which all other realities depend, 
but which depends on nothing beyond itself, so that 
all other beings hold their existence, as it were, in 
fee from it ; and similarly, by the ultimate end we 
mean that which cannot be compared or subordinated 
to anything beyond itself, so that all other ends hold 
their significance and worth in fee from it. We have 
spoken of ethical theory ^in the proper sense,’ to 
distinguish it from the Ethics of Conduct, or what in 
the previous chapter was called Applied Ethics, The 
latter is not a coherent science, but a body of doctrines 
bearing on practice ; it assumes the- End, and is very 
often quite unconcious of what it. has assumed, or 
indeed that it has assumed anything: but when the 
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End is brought out and explicit^ stated, practical 
Ethics looks — and must necessarily look — to Sociology 
and Psychology, to the facts of social morality, actual 
and historical, and the facts of the individual life, 
for guidance in realising the End. The sense in 
which this conclusion is to be accepted has been 
explained in the preceding chapter. 

The analogy which we have just indicated between 
Ethics and Metaphysics raises in a suggestive way 
the question, What is the relation between the two ? 
Let us try to express this relation with as much pre- 
cision as possible. In the first place, even if we 
endeavour to set aside all questions concerning man’s 
place in the cosmos, or the relation of the End for 
man to the cosmic process, — if we think thus to avoid 
the way into metaphysics, — it still remains necessary 
/ to assume an End for man. Manifestly, if there were 
no single Purpose which can be considered to regulate 
life as a whole, there would be no unity in life ; one 
kind of conduct would be of the same .worth as an- 
other, — it would not matter what men did. To judge 
that this action is worth more than that, implies a 
reference to some end by which the acts are measured : 
and to judge absolutely and without qualification, that 
the one is worth more than the other implies a refer- 
f ence to some ultimate aim in life. If the latter were 
a w^holly inadmissible conception, Ethics could not 
exist, but would have to be merged in Psychology, 
Sociology, and History — all dealing wuth the various 
forms of human activity as mere facts. ^ We may, 
ho\vever, grant the necessity of assuming an End of 

For a treatment of EtHips on .these lines,, see Georg Simmei’s Ein- 
in die J/orakvissenscimfi^ where not even the provisional assump- 
tion of a unifying purpose for life is! ihepris.ticaliy admitted. 



OF IDEALIST ETHICS. 363 

absolute worth if ethical theory is to be possible at 
all, or indeed if moral judgment is to be possible at 
all ; and yet we may refuse to do more than deiiiie 
the End as a human conception, and discuss the 
organisation of life in view of it. What is involved 
in going further than this, and why do we need to 
go further ? An answer to this question is suggested 
when we consider that Ethics really has a twofold 
problem, corresponding to the two meanings of the 
ambiguous assertion that it has to show "what the 
supreme End of life isJ When we ask, What is the 
End? we may be asking either, How are we to 
define the End? or, What do we mean b}: saying 
that this is the End ? ^ And in a penetrating analysis 
of the sense in \vhich we can say that there is an 
End — i.e,f of the sense in which it can be referred 
to reality — we are compelled to raise the deepest 
questions of ontology. It is not enough for Ethics 
to try to define the End, without investigating the 
sense in which we can affirm the reality of the 
defined. 

To separate Ethics from Metaphysics is to attempt 
the definition without paying any attention to the 
question of how we can affirm the reality of the de- 
fined. This tendency finds expression in the Ethical 
Culture movement of the present day, in the Religion 
of Humanity, and in all constructive ethical work 
which attempts to dispense with the basis afforded 
by positive religious or philosophical convictions. In 
such cases Ethics tries to deal with man in abstraction 
from Nature ; it assumes, an End for man out of relation 

^ Cf. ch. ii. § 6, whei'e we distiiiguislite'd the determination of a conception 
and its reference to reality, the former attempt being futile if the latter 
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to the cosmic pi'ocess altogethei*, and either denies 
that we need in any way concern ourselves with this 
relation,, or is willing to accept the ^ naturalistic ' 
results to which the conclusions of physical science 
are sometimes supposed to lead. The consistency 
of the latter position w^e shalT consider further on: 
here it may be illustrated by a quotation, from a 
thoughtful writer, which very well indicates its general 
character: ‘’^We find it hard to understand how it 
can make any difference with regard to the End or 
highest good of man whether man’s End is also the 
End of the whole movement of things. ... In Ethics 
of course teleology (in one sense) is supreme : an 
ethical S3^stern must bring all the results of knowledge 
under the category of teleology ’ with a view to de- 
termining its bearing on the End of man. But when 
we consider things theoretical^, then it is the con- 
ception of Law that is supreme : we are no longer 
at the practical point of view : and to the impartial 
outlook of the theoretical reason, the good of man 
is no longer an}Thing but the term of a single series 
among innumerable other series in a process of uni- 
versal change.” 

The agnostic or positivist view^ of Ethics, which 
deals with man out of relation to the cosmic pro- 
cess, is quite in harmony with a dominant tendenc}’ 
of our time, — to dwell, almost to the verge of senti- 
mentality, on such Ideals as those of vdiich Ethics 
treats, and yet to ignore their ontological signi- 
ficance, by which they become a means of under- 
standing our nature and place in the Universe. Dr 
Martineau has well and truly said that '""amid all 
the sickly, talk about Ideals, which has become the 
commonplace of our^age, it' is ■ well to remember that 



OF IDEALIST ETHICS, 



so long as they are dreams of future possibility and 
not faiths in present Reality, so long as they are a 
mere self-painting of the yearning spirit, and not its 
personal surrender to immediate communion with 
Infinite Perfection, they have no more solidity or 
steadiness than floating air-bubbles glittering in the 
sunshine and broken by the passing wind. You do 
not so much as touch the threshold of Religion 
[Idealism] so long as you are detained by the phantoms 
of your thought : the very gate of entrance to it, the 
moment of new birth, is the discovery that your gleam- 
ing Ideal is the Everlasting Real : no transient brush 
of a fancied angePs wing, but the abiding presence and 
persuasion of the Soul of souls.” ^ If our Ideal is to 
have any real worth for life — if it is to justify its claim 
upon us in the eyes of reflective Reason — we must 
be assured that it is more than a phantom of our 
thought, a mere dream of future possibility, or a 
self ’ painting of the yearning but perhaps deluded 
spirits of men : and of this Ethics, apart from Meta- 
physics, can give us no assurance, for in this ab- 
straction Ethics simply sets aside the question, as 
though it mattered not whether the rule of right, 
the symmetries of character, the requirements of 
perfection, were mere * provincialisms of this planet ’ 
or not. 

§1. The lines of thought brought together in, the 
second and third chapters of this work lead to the 
conclusion that the world of sense-appearances, and 
the world of pure material motion which physical 

^ The contrast between this passage and the one which I qiioted just 
before it, is striking and suggestive : it is chiefly for this reason that I have 
placed them side by side. 
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science assigns as its condition, is an abstraction so 
long as it is conceived apart from its relation to an 
intelligent and sentient consciousness. So far from 
matter explaining spirit, ^Sve must say that even mat- 
ter itself cannot be fully understood save as an element 
in a spiritual world.’’ ^ Two qualifications are neces- 
sary when this statement is made. It must not be 
understood as signifying that we see how matter be- 
comes the expression of a spiritual world. As Mr 
M‘Taggart has said, ^‘philosophy can teach us what the 
fundamental nature of reality is, and what therefore 
ever}- thing initst be; but it does not pretend to show us 
hoio everything partakes of that natiu'e— to trace out in 
every detail of the. Universe that rationality which, on 
‘ general grounds, it asserts to, be in it.” Further, ^ by a 
‘ spiritual world ’ we mean,' a world whose nature is 
more fully and truly made manifest in what we know 
as ‘ spirit ’ than in ‘ matter ’ ; these are not pai'cillel 
‘aspects,’ — the spiritual side, is nearer to the heart of 
things. The conception here employed is one of great 
importance, which requires to, be firmly grasped; it is 
that of a reality which is revealed through its appear- 
ances in varying degrees. The appearances, therefore, 
are not illusory but are themselves real, and yet are 
vitally related to a reality which is more and deeper 
than they. Thus nothing is a mere appearance, but an 
appearance of the real; matter is an appearance of it, 
and so is spirit, — the latter being a more adequate 
appearance than the former. Only in the world of 
appearances can we find any clue as to the nature of 

^ Dr E. Caircfs statement oTthe necessary result of a consistent Critical' 
Phiiosophy. 

® S^udiss in i/ie £fe^ek‘mf DmUctk^ p* -izoy. 
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the Absolute, and only when, recognising that degrees 
of Worth are essential ' to compare; different, 

'elements indt ;with one another. .This' Hegelian,.' priii-;., 
ciple is the one which Mr Bradley employs in the con- 
structive lines of thought in Book IL of his Appearance 
and Reality : ^ In the end no appearance, as such, can 
be real [i.e,, absolutely real]; but appearances fail of 
reality in varying degrees, and to assert that one, on 
the whole, is worth no more than another, is funda- 
mentally vicious.” “ It is a simple matter to conclude 
. . . that the Real sits apart, that it keeps state b}' 
itself and does not descend into phenomena. Or it is 
as cheap, again, to take up another side of the same 
error. The Reality is viewed, perhaps, as immanent 
in all its appearances, in such a way that it is alike and 
equally present in all. Everything is so worthless on 
the one hand, so divine on the other, that nothing can 
be viler or can be more sublime than anything else. It 
is against both sides of this mistake, it is against this 
empty transcendence and this shallow pantheism, that 
our pages may be called one sustained polemic. The 
positive relation of every appearance as an adjecti\'e to 
Reality [i.e., not a mere adjective, but as dependent 
upon the Real] ; and the presence of Reality among its 
appearances in different degrees and with diverse values 
— this double truth we have found to be the centre of 
philosophy.” The Idealistic view — that Reality must 

satisfy all the main tendencies of our nature” — has 
already been briefly stated ; ^ and in the previous chap- 
ter we have seen that there are three such main ten- 

^ That is, the constructive as distinguished from the Brahmanic lines of 
thought. 

2 <?/. di., pp. sii, 551. 


“ Ch. ii., Appendix, 
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deticies. We have now to analyse each of these more 
fully, and then to show in what sense Reality can be 
said to satisfy them. 

Let us recall the conclusions at which we have 
arrived as to the root-assumptions and postulates im- 
plicit in the operations of Intelligence/ — for these will 
furnish the most complete formulation of the intellec- 
tual Ideal which is at present possible. 

We have found that the growth of knowledge de- 
pends on certain principles derived from the nature of 
Intelligence, and certain data which prima facie are not 
so derived. The data are facts of ^ outer experience/ 
— events in space and time which, when expressed in 
intellectual terms, become ^ individual judgments ’ true 
only under certain conditions of time and place. The 
principles may be brought to light by an examination of 
the logical evolution of judgment : the reference to an 
objective world, implied in every ''cosmological’ judg- 
ment; the implication, in the hypothetical and dis- 
junctive judgments, that this world is a system — i,e,, that 
it is made up of mutually dependent parts, among 
which general laws obtain, under the supreme rule 
that the same cause shall always produce the same 
effect; and, we must add, the implication, in the 
individual judgment, that these parts can only be de- 
scribed as having some degree of individuality or self- 
hood. The individual judgment implies the reality 
simply of some individual or group of such ; the hypo- 
thetical judgment, without negating this implication, 
adds the further one that the individuals are causally 
i'elated under general laws ; the disjunctive judgment, 
that this causation is i-eciprocal and systematic. Reci- 
procity is thus the highest category of ' objective ’ or 
^ Ch. iih jiassm) and Appendix. 
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cosmological knowledge. It is important to add that 
this remains true ^even'[ if ^ we; den;\” that' the reciprocity: 
is .'merely, mechanical; . Modern Physics treats it as 
such if it makes the law of Conservation of Energy" 
.iin.'iversal'.;, for .this, as we have seen/ is simply the law 
that every mode of motion is completely and mechani- 
cally conditioned, in reciprocittg by other nitKies of 
motion, and can be conditioned by nothing else. Kant 
seems to have bad this result in vieve since he does not 
allow any objective ’ use to the category ernplo\'ed in 
biology and physiology — that is, he denies that the 
teleological principle of Adaptation can be instrumental 
in building up scientific knowledge, as are the principles 
of Substance, Causality, Reciprocity. But there is no 
need to limit these principles to their merely niechan- 
ical reference ; if science should decide to distinguish 
the categories of physiology and chemistry from that 
of physics, it will still endeavour — so long as it is mere 
science and not philosophy — to understand the world 
by the principle of reciprocity. As long as we keep to 
‘world-knowledge/ to the principles and methods of 
science applied to data of " outer experience/ we cannot 
get beyond reciprocity. 

Yet intelligence itself assigns an ideal vrhich does go 
beyond this limit. Kant’s criticism of scientific know- 
ledge brings this out clearly. Experience - never 
satisfies reason fully, but in answering questions refers 
us further and further back and leaves us dissatisfied 
with regard to their complete solution;” Every 

■* Chap. ii. § 5 . 

” 'rhat is, scientific knowledge through the categories on the basis of 
events in space" and Kant applies the same 

criticism to f>sychaiai^-ical knowledge based on events' of ‘inner experience." 
But as his account of this ■ experience, ■ :so far as it can be state. 1 at ali, is 
quite untenable, we must set aside this aspect of the- question 
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answer given on principles of experience begets a fresh 
question which likewise requires its answer, and there- 
by shows the insufficiency of all physical modes of 
explanation to satisfy reason^' ^' The sensuous world 
is nothing but a chain of phenomena connected accord- 
ing to general laws ; it has therefore no subsistence by 
itself— it is not the Ding an sick; it points beyond 
itself to that which contains the basis of the pheno- 
menal experience, and only in the thought of this basis 
or ground of experience can reason hope to satisf}^ its 
desire of completeness in proceeding from the condi- 
tioned to the conditions/' ^ We must beware of ignor- 
ing the fact that as Kant's conception of the Ding an 
sich grew deeper his conception of ‘ phenomena ’ did the 
same. At first - phenomena are the effects produced 
in the individual mind by unknown agencies beyond 
it. Here the word is used as it is by English Posi- 
tivists, to signify mere ^sensations.’ But afterwards a 
^ phenomenon ’ is not limited to a sensible appearance, 
but signifies any existence which has ^ no subsistence 
by itself,’ — the sense in which Mr Bradley uses the 
word ^ appearance.’ The world of scientific knowledge, 
the world of supersensible motions and atoms, is a 
phenomenon in this, the deeper and truer, sense of the 
word. The noumenon or Ding an sich is the self-exist- 
ent Ground of the objects of scientific knowledge. 

Thus the essence of the imperfection in the scientific 
understanding is the endless regress to which it is 
limited, — from one set of causal conditions to another. 
If this were all, reality would be left as an indefinite 
continuum, in which our knowledge could pass from 

^ Prolegomena^ Maliaffy’s tr. (m the main), pp. iiS, 119, X2i. 

“ Cf. the relativistic line of thonght in the /Esthctik ; cf. snpru^ ch. hi.. 
Appendix, . „ 
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point to point without ever finding itself any nearer to 
'.4 .xesting-place than it was at the beginning*. Manifestly 
a postulate that experience must be self-contained — 
self-existent and self-limited — underlies this criticism^ 
as Kant saw. , He recognised that such an ideal is vital 
in the working-up of experience into scientific know- 
ledge, — that we have not reached a completely rational- 
ised and intelligible version of experience until we are 
able to know it as a res completa. Kant's criticism 
further shows that we cannot know it as a res completa 
so long as we assume that the characteristic principles 
of physical science — reciprocal causation of events in 
space and time — have absolute or ultimate validity ; it 
is the very nature of experience, so understood, to fail 
to satisfy the ideal of reason : such is the outcome of 
the cosmological discussions in the DialektiL But 
Kant will not allow any real validity to the ideal itself — 
i.e., it cannot be taken as a determination of the Ding 
an sich which is the ground of experience. Hence, in 
his well-known phrase, we can only proceed as if experi- 
ence could, at some time, be known as a res completa. 
Evidently this half-hearted attitude is due to Kant's 
failure to assign any intelligible relation between the 
phenomenal and noumenal worlds, so that the ideal of 
the former cannot be brought into relation with the 
real of the latter. But if it is the nature of the nou- 
menon to reveal or manifest itself in the phenomenon, 
then — though we may be unable to trace the mode of 
manifestation in detail — in the world of pure matter 
and motion — it is possible to regard the ideal of know- 
ledge as at least in part a determination of the Absolute 
Reality, the noumenon, or ^ thing in itself.’ 

We cannot further 'fill in’ the intellectual Ideal 
without tciising the question, What must be the nature 
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of an existence which is thus self-limited ? And this 
question cannot be answered as long as we consider 
only knowledge in the cosmological reference^ apart 
from self-knowledge in the true sense. The view which 
we have been led to is, that self-knowledge has a real 
content which is more than a consciousness even of 
the most fundamental implications involved in cosmo- 
logical knowledge — ix., it is more than a consciousness 
of the universe as a system which (i) is of parts in 
reciprocal relation to each other, and (2) is rounded 
and complete. There is a great tendency in Hegelian 
thought to deny this ^more,’ to make self-conscious- 
ness, in its deepest truth, mean consciousness of the 
systematic unity of the universe, and to identify 
philosophy with physical science become explicitly 
aware of its fundamental presuppositions and ultimate 
Ideals. In other \vords, the Ideal by which Kant 
judges scientific knowledge is made into an exhaustive 
determination of the absolute. In estimating the 
adequacy of this line of thought, we must observe that 
the two elements in the intellectual ideal are not held 
on precisely the same terms, — system or unity as im- 
plying only reciprocal connection ad infinitum, and as 
implying the character of a res cornpleta. To deny the 
unity of the universe in the former sense must, as we 
have seen, be condemned as self-contradictory ; indeed 
the mere fact that the process of things goes on and 
does not entangle itself in infinite confusion is sufficient 
evidence that there are orderly connections of mutual 
dependence among its parts. But there is nothing 
intellectually impossible in the idea that Reality is 
nothing more than diU indefinite contimmm oi this kind^ 
It is very questionable; :Whdther' the intellectus sibi per- 
missus, in the strict sense -of the-term/ could ever get be- 
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yoiid^ this endless ix^lating of tM to'.oiie,aiiothei'' so as, 
to make them a continiium ; and this does not give an\’ 
focal unity or even systematic completeness. 
gence logically im.plies,;.by necessity of its nature, only 
the former process. Undoubtedly, as Kant shows, 
reason is' not ' satisfied ' with such a result, — it desires ' 
something more ; but ‘ desire ' and ^ satisfaction ' are 
not the same as inevitable intellectual necessity. It 
desires something more, because it never is sibi per- 
but is always involved in a concrete self-con- 
sciousness from which it cannot be taken awa}^ — 
because implicitly it reflects not only upon its own 
nature but upon the whole nature of man, and hence — 
as Mr Bradley puts it — it demands that in the absolute 
reality all the main tendencies of our nature ’ shall be 
consummated. This is to appeal to that self-knowledge 
which is wider and deeper than a consciousness of the 
implications of cosmological knowledge, and which 
postulates that the Absolute shall be not merely a 
rounded system but shall have the centralised or focal 
unity of a single Life. In fact Kant inadequately ex- 
presses the Ideal which would ^ satisfy ’ reason — if such 
a phrase is admissible at all — when he describes it merely 
as a res completa, for this fails to imply being for self 
On strictly Hegelian principles the view which I 
have just tried to express is inadmissible; the insight 
into the constitution of Reality which our profoundest 
self-consciousness gives us, is only a development of 
that abstract conception of the world which is furnished 
by scientific research and reflection, — its continuation 
and completion on the same lines. In other words: 
Kant’s ideal of a systematic res complete is made by 
Hegel into the Absolute; it is an eternally complete 
system of thought-determinations (Denkbestimmtmgen) 
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— t.e.f a S5’stem of knowledge treated as a Ding an sich 
or self- existent thing. It gradually ‘‘realises itself’ 
through individuals or finite centres of life ; and 
because they are entirely dependent on the Absolute 
they are conscious of finiteness in their knowledge {i.e., 
in the Absolute Knowledge as realised through them), 
and of an Ideal of completed knowledge. Thus man, 
as intelligence, has an infinite as well as a finite side ; 
the infinite side is the ultimate reality, so that the 
universe thinks itself in him. Thus again, thought is 
absolute — i.e.^ is conditioned by its own nature and 
structure alone, not by any kind of reality beyond and 
apart from thought. ‘^Thought itself becomes the 
object of philosophy ; . . . the business of philosophy 
is the explication of the distinctions which belong to 
the nature of thought, and this is otherwise definable 
for Hegel as the explication of God.’”^ 

Neither Hegel himself nor any of his modern fol- 
lowers seem quite able to free themselves from this 
all -devouring intellectualism — this tendency to main- 
tain the ^ identity of thought and being,’ as the phrase 
is, instead of their necessary relation. The phrase 
^ identity of thought and being ’ is not often used now, 
and this is well ; for on Hegel’s own showing identity 
always involves difference. To say that Reality is 
■rational is not the same thing as to say that Reality is 
rationality ; in denying the latter we are not denying 
the former. The objectionable consequences of the 
Hegelian tendency appear in the refusal to regard any 
mode of consciousness, or direction of conscious activ- 
ity, as having any Worth, unless it can he reduced to 
purely intellectual terms,— to a case of the cognitive 
process or a state of thought; • I' do not affirm that- 

^ Seth, Frmn Kant to Hegel^ p. 146. 
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'Hegel: ''Or.: any v,,/ 'Hegelian'’' lias- even, '.intended 'to: 
tain all that this implies ; ^ but there is a real bias in 
Hegelian thought, which, when fully carried out, results 
in the view that our essential nature is manifested only 
in our intellectual functions, as such; for if the Ideal 
of our nature can be exhaustively described as the 
clearing up of our world and the making it into an intel- 
ligible system — that is in a process which can be real- 
ised only by thought — then it would seem that the 
only feeling which has any ultimate worth is that 
which depends on clear intellectual discernment ; and 
consequently that the only directions of the will having 
any real worth are those that have the same end in 
view. As personal and spiritual life become perfectly 
developed, intelligence will retain its essential character 
as synthetic, discriminative, &c., while feeling and voli- 
tion will lose their character and become transformed 
and transmuted in such a way as to be merged in in- 
telligence. On the other handj the^ metaphysical mean- 
ing of the threefold analysis of mental life on which we 
have laid such stress — the, meaning of the disiinciness of 
the three kinds of function from each other — is simply 
that not one of them is more fundamental than another ; 
the ' essence ’ or ^ nature ’ of consciousness is not mani- 
fested or revealed more in one of the three elements 
than in another. This position has to be maintained 
against three one-sided tendencies^ ^\\ of which are exem- 
plified in various doctrines in the air at present. X 
It may be said: granting that feeling and will are 
aspects of our mental life, distinct from intelligence, 

^ These paragraphs must not be understood as teaching any g&7ieral con- 
demnation of ' Hegelianism * : this- will be evident from the observations 
made at the close of this section of- the present chapter and throughout the 
last section. , • 
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and are equally with intelligence essential revelations 
of the absolute nature of that life ; must we not con- 
clude that the perfection of knowledge must necessarily 
carry with it the perfection of all other spiritual ac- 
tivities ? With perfeot insight into the nature of the 
cosmos^ feeling and activity would necessarily adapt 
themselves thereto^ To this the reply seems to be : 
' perfect ’ or ' complete ’ knowledge is a limiting con- 
ception — one which is far from meaningless but 
which cannot be made the basis of argument.- It 
seems a serious error in method to take a ' limiting 
conception/ giving some kind of definite expression to 
its content^ mid then, assuming that this content may 
adequately represent a state of existence actually to be 
realised, to attempt to draw conclusions from this re- 
presentation as if it ever could be unconditionally true. 
What is a limiting conception? It seems to arise in 
this waiv We recognise certain main tendencies or 
dispositions of our nature, to which we ascribe uncon- 
ditional worth ; the ends involved in these are progres- 
sively realised, not all at once or by leaps and bounds. 
Now this very conception of progressive attainment 
suggests the idea of a state of being in which these 
ends are completely realised or absolutely consum- 
mated ; but we have no positive conception of such 
state beyond knowing that these tendencies are directed 
towards it. We have no analogue for it within exper- 
ience, though it is that to which experience points ; our 
experience may approximate to it indefinitely, but we 
cannot realise it as we are. We cannot therefore argue 
as to what must follow in case of this limiting concep- 
tion being realised until it has actually become real 

As Mr MTa^afC dpes, ,§'■ i86 and § 195 ff. 
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within our experience ; and in that case there would be 
no need for argument. 

Mr M Taggart assumes that Absolute Knowledge 
must involve the most complete unity and differentia^ 
tion of Subject and Object.^ On our view even this 
cannot be asserted without qualification ; and since we 
are far from having attained complete knowledge, we 
are far from knowing what that necessary qualification 
may be. But let this pass. The argument which Mr 
MTaggart proceeds to base on this assumption, is well 
worthy of mention. He says ''All propositions are 
the assertion of a partial unity between the subject 
and the predicate. The 'This,’ - on the other hand, is 
just what distinguishes the subject from its predicates. 

. , . In the 'This’ we have something which is at 
once within and without knowledge; which it dares 
not neglect and yet cannot deal with.” It is essential 
to knowledge and yet knowledge must always regard it 
as alien, and therefore it prevents kno%vledge from ever 
attaining its Ideal of perfect differentiation and unifica- 
tion of Subject and Object, Such a conclusion seems 
to rest on an erroneous view of the function of the 
'This’ in knowledge, suggested (possibly) by Mr Brad- 
ley’s critique of the Individual Judgment in his Logic, 
and by a special turn which he gives, in Appearance 
and Reality, to his doctrine that Reality is ' more ’ and 
' other ’ than thought. Those aspects of the real, com- 
plementary to thought, s^ys Mr Bradley, are what 
thought itself 'desires and implies’ and yet ca7i never 
reach, simply because they ^r^ .'more’ than itself. It 

^ op. cit.^ §§ 195 to 200. 

2 A term used in this passage to signify the unity in which the predicates 
cohere”: considered by itself it is, epistemologically, the abstract object; 
and, logically, the abstract subject. . , ' 
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is true that thought cannot ‘ reach ’ the whole of reality 
—in the sense of becoming identical with it, if we 
understand ‘ identical ’ in the abstract sense ; but there 
is nothing to prevent thought from knowing it through' 
and through and so transcending the ‘ alien ’ aspects 
of it. The fact that reality is more than thought is 
brought home to us by the contrast between the ‘ im- 
mediacy’ of sentience and the intelligible experience 
which has begun to be explicitly formed by thought. 
Sentience is the background of all intelligible experi- 
ence, whether in the way of world-knowledge or self- 
knowledge. It is the inexhaustible background out of 
which all intelligible experience, includmg thought itself, 

, seems to arise ; for thought only gradually comes to be 
explicitly aware of its ‘own nature, and all the nature of 
thought, which waits to be known, is merged in and 
undistinguished from the general background. Now 
the assertions which Mr M ‘Taggart makes about the 
‘ This ’ are inapplicable to sentience ; and if the ‘ This ’ 
is anything other than sentience, then, I submit, it is a 
mischievous fiction, — it becomes, in fact, the unknow- 
able ‘in itself’ of Relativism.^ Sentience in a manner 
is ‘alien’ to thought, as we now imperfectly know 
thought; but ‘alien’ only in the sense that thought 
progressively defines it. And we cannot say that senti- 
ence is what distinguishes the subject (the epistemo- 
logical object) from its predicates. This is not true 
even of the individual judgment. The conception of 
individuality is definable by pure thought (ch. iii.) ; in 
this sense it is a priori : and though the assertion of it 
would be impossible apart from sentience, the latter 

^ Such is the inevitable suggestion ■ when Mr M.‘Taggart explains the 
‘ This * (the source of the iniperfectiqnan knpwiedge) as a general name for 
the ccnh'al nmiy of the object. , , - ; 
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does not simply give the thought-distinctions in which 
that assertion consists. 

These considerations enable us to judge of a doctrine 
maintained by Green and Caird, that a complete know- 
ledge of the conditions of the possibility of an object 
is equivalent to the reality of the object. If we 
could know the whole conditions of an object apart 
from perception, we should know its realit}'.” ^ This, 
I presume, does not merely mean that we should know 
what, if experienced by way of sense-perception, would 
constitute its reality ; this would be an identical pro- 
position. The meaning must be that this complete 
knowledge of its conditions would be equivalent to 
the presence of the object to the consciousness of the 
knower, in the way in which the ^ cosmological ' objects 
which we know are present to our finite coiisciousness. 
But since thought as we know it (thought in the ac- 
cepted and only intelligible sense of the term) always 
works by relations, organising, under its own laws, 
a material or background, which would otherwise be 
formless, — and since thought, cannot conceive itself as 
working without this material, — we cannot make any 
such assertion as that quoted from Dr Caird, The 
systems of relations or conditions which thought or- 
ganises or constructs can never be merely idmficcil with 
the whole of reality, and therefore a complete know- 
ledge of the conditions , of an object can never be 

equivalent to’’ its reality. “Complete knowledge/* 
as we have seen, is a limiting conception, meaning the 
consummation of the tendencies of thought as we know 
them in our own case ; and there does not seem to be 
any tendency in thought, or knowledge, as it- progresses, 
to eliminate the sentient aspects of our experience, or to 

^ Caird, i?/. 
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sublime them away, as it were, into abstract systems of 

The experiment which Green is constantly inviting 
us to make — ix,, to think away all the relations in 
which an object stands, and see if anything is left — is 
quite beside the mark, if directed against the doctrine 
here maintained. 

We do not, then, reject Hegel’s vie^v of thought ; 
but we supplement it. Man is infinite as well as finite 
not only in thought but in feeling and wall, — or rather 
in the whole nature of which these are equivalent 
though inseparable manifestations. Instead of main* 
taining the ' identity ’ of thought and being, we main- 
tain their necessary relation, in the sense that while 
thought is not the whole of being, the whole of being is 
rationaL It is rational in the sense that thought will 
in the end be capable of comprehending the whole of 
being in its own w^ay, by following out its own laws 
as thought. We affirm, with Hegel, that thought is 
^ absolute ’ in the sense of being conditioned by its own 
structure and laws, and not by anything apart from 
itself; but thought is necessarily related to all the 
main tendencies of our nature, and w’e do not propose 
to separate them from it or it from them, any more 
than to identify them with it. No one pretends that 
WQ could be conscious of degrees of Worth in art and 
in social conduct, apart from the co-operation of intel- 
ligence informing these Ideals, any more than that we 
could be conscious of degrees of Worth in knowledge 
— degrees of truth — apart from intelligence. At 
the same time, Beauty and Social or Sympathetic In- 

Hence a perceptive thought' is djifereixt in kind from anything that we 
can understand by thought. It will "be, seen that the doctrine of Green and 
Caird is the extreme opposite to that of Bradley and M ‘Taggart. 


OF::; IDEALiSTV;ETHrcS., 


aSr: 

sight are other than forms of truth or knowledge, and 
are not simply to be identifiedw^dth : tliO; 
in seeking to determine the Ding an sick, the Absolute 
Ground, by appeal to self-knowledge as being more 
than world-knowledge, we are not appealing from the 
intellect to the heart. Appeal to the heart is worth- 
less until we know whose heart it is; it may be the 
heart of a Christ or that of a Caligula : we require a 
standard of manhood by which to judge the ' heart/ 
The appeal is from man, as occupied with reiiective 
interpretation of the universe around him under the 
light of his intellectual ideal, to the whole nature of 
man, which .realises itself not -.only 'in truth, in this in- 
tellectual comprehension of the world, but in produc- 
tive social insight and productive artistic aspiration. 
In self-knowledge we know ourselves not only as individ- 
uals but as individuals ruled by a triune Ideal. Hence 
we think of the Absolute as that in which these ends are 
consummated and fully accomplished, and as being not 
simply a S3^stem but as having, an existence of which 
our own being for self is the least imperfect analogue. 

Mr Bradley has declared , that the use of the term 
* activity ’ in current philosophical discussion is a 
^scandal’; the same might be said with more truth 
of the term ^ thought.’ If thought is not to be opposed 
to emotion and will, how much of these is its significa- 
tion to include ? In what sense are pleasure, pain, 
desire, volition, modes of Hhinking’? Such questions 
might be multiplied, and would lead us to Mr Bradley’s 
own conclusion that unless, thought or reason means 
something more than intellect, unless it is used ^Cvith 
some strange implication that never formed part of the 
meaning of the word,” then. -we cannot admit that 
reality can ever be exhausted, in .'rationality. So far as 
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Psychology is concerned, the matter is clear enough. 
It can hardly be necessary, at the present time, to 
observe that all knowledge consists in attention to 
various complexes of relations, whatever references 
they may have. The Psychology of cognition has to 
trace the mere time-order in which these references 
appear in the normal mind; or if it attempts more 
than this, it soon passes over into the theory of know^- 
ledge, which regards the intellectual processes as pro- 
ducts of an organic growth w^hose structure can be 
traced. That thought can never get beyond the re- 
lational point of view, seems to me to have been con- 
vincingly expounded by Bradley and Lotze. Mr 
Bradley’s further development of the view that intel- 
ligence involves an ideal, judged by which its own 
relational procedure is seen to be unintelligible, is 
quite another matter. We have already seen reason 
for rejecting this view^ 

§ 2. We have dwelt, on the intellectual ideal, and 
indicated its implication as I'egards the character of 
the Absolute, — an implication w^hich needs to be com- 
plemented by that of the moral, and by that of the 
artistic, consciousness. We shall have to discuss the 
form in which these ‘ implications ’ must be stated ; at 
present we proceed to examine more fully the forms 
in which the other two Ideals can be expressed. 

In the first place the reader will have noticed that we 
dwelt on two defects of the ^ intellectualist bias ’ ; that 
it tends to obliterate the threefold analysis of mind, 
and that it tends to reduce morality and art to cases of 
knowledge. In reality these are not two distinct defects, 
— the one is a consequence or a particular case of the 
other; fora suggestive way of distinguishing the ideal 
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aims is to notice that the order of dependence between 
the three factors of consciousness is not the same in 
the three cases. In intellectual activity the feeling of 
satisfaction in attainment of the end (truth) is entirely 
conditioned by the intellectual relations which are in 
question, and their natui'e and extent ; the feeling of 
^ pleasure ' in the attainment of truth arises in conse- 
quence of the Judgment/ this is trued This aspect of 
the case is obvious on the surface, and, whate^’er re- 
sults a deeper analysis may bring to light, they cannot 
entirely subvert this primary relation. In the artistic 
consciousness there is a similarly obvious relation be- 
tween the intellectual and the emotional element, but 
it is of the opposite kind. W e do not first on intellec- 
tual grounds judge ‘this is beautiful’ and then feel 
pleasure ; the judgment is rather an expression of the 
feeling of satisfaction in the contemplation of the ob- 
ject. This cannot be denied, or entirely subverted by 
deeper analysis, though it is far from being an adequate 
account of the aesthetic consciousness. In sympathetic 
insight, from which moral activity springs, there seems 
to be a function of our whole nature, in which the 
i-ational, the volitional, and the emotional are merged, 
and which, as we have pointed out, is fostered only b}* a 
wide and deep experience of life. In this capacity of 
his nature the individual seems to transcend his fini- 
tude, ox go beyond himself, more completely than in the 
pursuit of science or art : he enters into the life of 
another, representing to himself the other’s thought, 
feeling, and desire. In the previous chapter we main- 
tained that the Worth of social conduct depended on 
the extent to which the agent .had attained to “Sym- 
pathy ” or “Sympathetic Insight,” so understood. 
“Social Insight,” productive or effective, would have 
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been a more pregnant designation. We do not mean 
a formal or abstract acknowledgment, — a scientific 
conclusion as to the bonds which in fact bind together 
all men, so far as they really are men, into one 
humanity; we mean an insight into the special form 
which these relations have taken in some concrete 
case. This insight must spring from the whole man, 
not his intelligence merel}.^, or his feeling merely; for 
the particular social relations which it reveals spring 
ultimately from our whole nature. And in the end this 
social union itself has to be regarded as arising from 
the fact that all men share in a sustaining Life which 
operates unspent through all things, and whose char- 
acter is revealed in their Ideals. 

Observation of modern civilised life seems hardly to 
bear out this conclusion. Looking round on the world 
as it is, what do we seem to see? We seem to see 
only a chaos of conflicting elements — individual men 
and classes of men : our communities are battle-grounds ; 
interests and experiences clash together; each one 
seems able to benefit itself only at the expense of 
others. Popular agitators industriously instil this idea 
into the public mind, and a multitude of causes, prac- 
tical and theoretical, work together to make it survive. 
Hence we find that the ethical problems involved in 
determining the right course in legislation and social 
action are continually being made to take this form — 
of balancing against one another certain interests which 
are supposed to be conflicting. In private life, it is 
generally the ‘interests’ or ‘rights’ of two or more indi- 
viduals ; in political life, of different classes. That this 
is really the essence of every practical problem in social 
life, is implicitly asserted by thinkers of high authority: 
for instance, by Mr',.'Spencer^,4iii.his work on jMstke^ 
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and in the concluding chapters of his Data of Eihks 
and by Professor Sidgwick, in the concluding chapters 
of his Methods of Ethics* I shall not try to define the 
theory of society which is implied. We can distinguish 
it by its results ; it is the theory which results in e'\'ery 
practical problem being regai’ded as one of compromise 
between the conflicting interests or rights of different 
members in society. 

This is not the last word. Looking more intently at 
human society as it is, we see that all who constitute it 
seem to have one common root, in spite of all their 
conflict and strife. Their essential being is the same, 
their destiny is the same, as is their origin, and what 
constitutes goodness in the one constitutes goodness 
in the other. These simple matters of fact have sug- 
gested another view of society, a view which the 
modern world has been learning chiefly from Auguste 
Comte and from his contemporary Hegel : although 
both these thinkers tend to overstate their case in this 
matter. This view — the proper limits of which we 
were endeavouring to assign in the last chapter — has 
been most effectively set forth by Dr Martineaii.- "^The 
process of social evolution so implicates together the 
individuaf agent and his fellows, that we can scarce 
divide the causal factors into individual and social, 
inner and outer. Bodily, no doubt, each man stands 
there by himself, while his family are grouped separ- 
ately around him ; but spiritually he is not himself 
without them, and the major part of his individuality 
is relative to them, as theirs is relative to him. He 

^ Mr Spencer'-s ‘ conciliation ■ of egoism and altruism is true and im- 
portant as far as it goes : my contention is that it is not a true way of 
stating the central problem in Ethics. 

Ty^es of Ethical Theory, yol. ii., ‘‘Hedonism with Evolution,” § 7. 
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has no self which is not reflected in them, and of which 
they are not reflections ; and this reveals itself by a 
kind of moral amputation, if death should snatch them 
away and put his selfhood to the test of loneliness. 
It is the same with the larger groups which enclose 
him in their sympathetic embrace. His country^ with 
its history and its institutions, is not external to him- 
self; its life-blood courses through his veins, insepar- 
ably mingled with his own. The social union is most 
inadequately represented as a compact or tacit bargain, 
subsisting among separate units, agreeing to combine 
for speciflc purposes. ... It is no such forensic 
abstraction, devised as a cement for mechanically con- 
ceived components; but a concrete though spiritual 
form of life, penetrating and partly constituting all 
persons belonging to it. What we call a conflict 
between a private and a public interest, and treat as 
a dissension between a man’s inner self and an outward 
society, is not really a wrestling-match between two 
independent organisms or personalities, unless it comes 
to physical rebellion and war. The inner man is him- 
self the scene of the living strife : the public interest 
that pleads with him is his interest too: the society 
that withstands him is his society. It is no foreign and 
intrusive power that confronts and stops his calculating 
prudence, or the madness of his pleasure or his passion, 
but his own share of an altruistic reason and love that 
live in other hearts and minds as welL”^ Because men 
are members of one body, — because their interests, 
rights, duties, desires, aims, are thus bound up to- 
gether, — it is superficial and misleading to regard any 
problem of life as simply one of compromise between 

^ I have introduced a few phrases,' at the conclusion of this passage, but 
without in any way altering the author^s meaning. 
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mutually opposing forces. The divergence when truly 
; estimated, /is ; not /betw’’^ interest or what is good 

for me, and yours ; it is between different elements or 
aspects of our common good. A complete idea of our 
highest good seems to demand that these aspects shall be 
harmonious and at one; but the conditions of modern 
civilisation in its present state are constantly making 
them stand in absolute opposition to one another. 

Let us recognise, then, that the social bond is a con- 
crete spiritual life penetrating its members, and ask: 
What is the bond of this union — through what sides of 
our nature does this life live and realise itself? Accord- 
ing to one doctrine, it is in feeling only, it is an affair 
of the ^ heart ’ alone; the intellect is guided by no deli- 
nite objective aim derived from itself,— it is the slave 
of the passions.’' This is plainty a one-sided view, and 
we can set over against it an opposite one-sidedness,— 
that the social side of our nature is found only in intel- 
ligence. Everything which binds us to our fellow-men, 
all social sympathy and insight, is the product of intel- 
ligence alone, while feeling is peculiar to the individual 
and is a principle separating and isolating men from 
one another. How are we to judge between these ex- 
tremes ? ^ This brings us to the consideration of one 
of the most important tests of truth that is open to us, 
and one which at the present day we need to apply in 
every direction. In the preceding chapters we have 
indeed applied it more than once. It is constantly 
happening in the history of human thought that on 
every problem of importance two extreme conclusions 
take form, and are maintained in conflict with one 

^ These opposite teudencies, will be found in the doctrines of Green 
and Comte respectively,— to mention no- others (cf. Green’s Frokgo^mm, 
p. 216). 
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another. This is especially the case in problems of 
philosophy, and of political and social ethics. 

Aristotle teaches us that in every such case what is 
required is to Biopi^eiv , — the rational discrimination 
which enables us to find a middle way between the two 
extremes.^ Now there are two ways of finding a mean 
between two extremes. One of them is simply to take 
what the two extreme views have in common, and 
throw away all their differences. As a general rule the 
differences are so extensive — as between extreme State- 
socialism and extreme Individualism — that the only 
mean which we can get between them in this way 
amounts to nothing at all : we have only a barren 

suspense of judgment.’’ This is sometimes treated 
as if it were the special mark of profound thought and 
of a mind free from prejudice. I fear that in many 
cases it is only the mark of intellectual cowardice or 
idleness. But there is another method of finding a 
middle wa}^, — a middle way which does not contain 
less truth than either of the extremes, but more than 
either. This is of course the real meaning of the 
Hegelian ^synthesis of opposites’ or ^higher unity.’ 
This was the ^ mean ’ that Aristotle had in view : anfl to 
reach it, it is essential that we should be reasonable or 
rational. This does not mean that we should be always 
arguing — endeavouring to pass from premisses to con- 
clusions by discursive argument : it has been truly said 
that the most reasonable portion of the community does 
not consist of the persons who are constantly engaged 
in reasoning. It is the best result of a genuine educa- 
tion, a genuine training of the mind, so to widen the 
mind on eveiy side that it is capable of this kind of 

^ The conception of the mean is:,, pL central importance for the whole 
philosophy of Aristotle, not merely for his Ethics. 
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rational discrimination. This is a translation into 
modern ideas of Aristotle's dictum, that to hopifyip is 
that of which the philosopher should be capafalcj and 
of which 'the many’ are not capable. It takes the 
whole of our nature — not merely the analytical under- 
standing — to find the true mean between the extremes. 
To do this we must rise above them both, find the 
truth that there is in each, and include it in a wider 
truth. It is never easy to do this ; but whenever we 
can do it with two opposing doctrines or beliefs, we 
may be sure we have gone beyond them both to a 
deeper truth. The value of their conflict and their op- 
position is just to suggest the need for a deeper truth, 
and sometimes also to suggest the way to reach it. 

The case I was speaking of before this digression is 
a comparatively simple one. We found two opposite 
assertions : that the only social bond between men is 
one of feeling, — reason being a principle of selfishness 
and isolation ; and the exact opposite of this, where the 
terms ' reason ' and ' feeling ' have changed places. The 
' middle way ’ is to regard man as social not in virtue 
of his reason only, or his feeling only, but in virtue of 
his whole nature on every side of it. The ' social im- 
pulse ’ is a tendency uprising from the very roots of our 
being and expressing itself in every direction of mental 
activity. Our intelligence is not a mere calculating 
machine, for working out means to ends foreign to it- 
self ; it has a structure and laws of its own, as a living 
organism has. Reason is social, in that my reason 
cannot work unless it works together with the reason 
of my fellow-men ; for its structure and laws are iden- 
tical in all of us. In this way reason carries me beyond 
myself and unites my life with other lives. On the 
other hand, along with the unity there must be the 
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difference* In order that reason and knowledge may- 
go to work there must be different personalities to 
work it out ; my reason is my own, your reason is your 
own, though in all it has a common root. Just in the 
same sense, feeling is social. Each man’s emotions 
and feelings are his own, and yet in them he is carried 
beyond himself, and cannot rest unless in reason and 
feeling alike his life is in harmony with other lives. We 
must in fact regard ourselves as being in the service of 
an Ideal of Personality, a Supreme Good, which appeals 
alike to all sides of our nature, and requires the united 
efforts of many different personalities, — the unity and 
the difference being equally necessary. 

The essence of Immorality in conduct seems to be 
that it regards the differences between men as ultimate 
and ignores their commarnty. The immoral act need 
not consciously base itself on this as an intellectual 
assumption, but the assumption is always involved. 
Different men are essentially and fundamentally differ- 
ent from one another ; each man’s real being consists 
in his own finite individuality, to which everything else 
is foreign. Thus in practice this principle will lead the 
individual to pursue only his own ends, the ends which 
he thinks the interests of his finite life demand ; fre- 
quently it -will lead him to use others as if they had 
been created for his purposes, to be consumed, used up 
as it were, as tools of his ; always it will lead him to 
ignore their welfare and treat them as mere incidents 
in his surroundings. Of course no one could consist- 
ently live out a life on such principles ; pure egoism, 
as Spencer has shown, defeats itself. But every 
case of real moral evii*^eyery case, great or small, of 
injustice, cruelty, lyipg,; "envy, -persecution, revenge — 
rests upon this principle' that all men are foreign to 
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each; other.:^;^;:So far':as .such •conduct ..'ever .pretends to. :: 
offer intellectual justification for itself, the justification 
amounts to the assertion of this first knowledge that 
all men are different, — that the unity of men in their 
social life is illusory. This, then, is the principle 
underlying pure immorality or egoism. 

At the opposite extreme stands the morality of pure 
altruism, resting on the supposition that the differences 
between men are verily and in truth absolute illusions, 
or that they are somehow to disappear in the course of 
social evolution. The former of these two conceptions 
is essentially metaphysical, and is represented in \"arious 
forms by the doctrine of Brahmanism, that of Spino^Ja, 
and that of Schopenhauer. \¥hy am I to love my 
neighbour as myself ? Because there is no difference 
bet^veen us, — we are all one and the same being. The 
intellectual grounds of this Brahmanic attitude of mind 
— so far as it has such grounds — have been examined 
elsewhere (ch. iii.) It is impossible to maintain human ; 
life and experience to be a mei^e illusion : nor has any 
one done so even with an approach to consistency. If ^ 
the differences between men are illusory, obviously the | 
difference between the grossest egoism and the purest | 
altruism is also illusory. The other conception men-J 
tioned above applies to historical tendencies in the first 
place, and is represented by the doctrine of Comte. 
Comte regards the egoistic and the altruistic desires as 
two distinct impulses of our nature, — distinct in such a 
^vay that the selfish impulses may entirely disappear in 
the course of social progress, and the unselfish tendencies 
be left in their purity. This seems a noble and lofty 
conception, but in reality it rests . on confusion and is 
contradicted by experience., ' Taken quite seriously, 
what does it mean?’ 'That' iu; 'a,, perfect, society, any 
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individual man, when considering his duty, would have 
to think of himself as on the one side, and the aggregate 
of his fellow-men on the other, and that he would regard 
himself as worth nothing except as their tool or organ, 
as working wholly for them, as using himself up in their 
service. The same idea is involved in Comte’s dichmt, 
the individual is an abstraction, — nothing is real but 
Humanity,” The individual is nothing apart from 
others, and therefore he ought to regard himself as 
worth nothing except as a tool in their service. In 
such a state of things, social life would be impossible, 
for each man’s object in life would contradict that of 
every other man. Comte’s ideal would require a con- 
dition of existence where the differences between men 
had disappeared, — where there would be no place for 
the question '‘‘What ought I— I, as a finite individual 
— to do?” where indeed the personal pronouns and all 
their derivatives and correlates would have no meaning. 
I am not saying that there is no apparent conflict be- 
tween the selfish and unselfish impulses ; this apparent 
conflict constitutes the most serious practical problem 
of life. But we are not therefore to make an absolute 
separation between the two — to suppose that one 
could exist without the other, and that the opposition 
between them can only be overcome by denying one 
of them. The practical problem arising out of their 
opposition needs to be solved in the same way as the 
intellectual problems of which we were speaking a few 
paragraphs back : not by accepting one of the extremes 
as all-sufficient, and denying the other, but by finding 
a middle way which includes the truth and justice of 
both. And, as I have said, this practical problem be- 
comes much more intelligible when we regard it as 
arising out of a real though partial and limited conflict 
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between different elements in the supreme Ideal of life. 
In other words., what we have to seek is a common good. 
Whatever be the different ways in which men may seek 
their own or others' good, whatever, divergence there 
may seem to be between these two, we have to take 
our stand upon this, that no man can find the highest 
good for himself unless he so lives that his life (with or 
without conscious effort on his part) helps others to 
find that same good. This seems to be the meaning of 
the precept Love thy neighbour as thyself d"" This is 
the primary condition of realising the end and aim of 
lifed This again is the real ethical meaning of the unity 
of society. 

The metaphysical meaning of the social union is that 
though the differences between men are not illusory — 
though each man has a real individuality of his own — 
their lives have a common root in their dependence 
upon one and the same Reality, whence come the 
Ideals which they recognise as different aspects of 
their common good. Social Insight is the means by 
which they may help one another to the attainment of 
this common good. It is a real principle of conditct, — the 
one principle which makes moral conduct possible, since only 
through it can we feel and act towards others as towards 
ourselves. Social Insight is the social side of the man’s 
nature coming within the range of his self-conscious- 
ness ; and since, as we have seen, man is social on 
every side of his being, this insight is the product of 
his whole nature. It is capable of infinitely various 
degrees of truth, just as self-consciousness is. In fact, 
the insight which the individual has into his own char- 
acter (his intellectual and moral needs, his desires and 

^ It may be treated as a brief definition of what that aim is, as 

explained and 7naUrially defined in ch. v. 
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aims), and into the conditions on which his finite being 
depends, seems to var}^ with his insight into other 
selves. Only on an abstract view can we assign any 
kind of priority to either side. If we consider the mere 
order in time, and nothing more, then, as Dr Martineau 
has said, '' The ' individual ’ is in fact the later product, 
and disengages himself into his independent whole- 
ness as the ripest fruit of a collective development. 
Humanity first, as a plural organism, and then person- 
ality, in its singular force — that is the order of Nature, 
by reference to which we must be careful to correct our 
inference from the inverse method of investigation,” 
— e.g*., in Psychology. This is merely a case of the 
general law of evolution, as formulated by Spencer, — 
the uniform, the homogeneous, precedes the differen- 
tiated, the heterogeneous. But though the presence 
of others is indispensable to the development of self- 
consciousness, since they are the means of discovering 
us to ourselves, it would be absurd to maintain that 
the former is prior to the latter in any other sense than 
that of time. The presence of others is a means of 
discovering the individual to himself because their ex- 
periences are actually or potentially his, and he knows 
it. In social insight, says Dr Martineau, ‘^the very 
essence of the phenomenon lies in its duplication ; my 
fellow is merely myself over again, and is simply on 
that account understood by me at a glance ; though it 
is also true that, had it not been for this externalisation 
of my affection in a second personality, it might have 
passed through me like a dream, without recognition 
or appreciation. The visible life of my own dcmbh 
throws off a light both ways, — on his inner nature 
which it immediately expresses, and on mine which it 
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mediately exhibits and repeats ; and there is certainly 
something very wonderful in that sympathetic affinity 
between one mind and another which makes mutual 
intelligence a thing of lightning, and interprets natural 
signs that have never been learnt. It seems as if a 
feeling was never understood till acted out in open 
day“ and flung into shape upon the air ; but tha.t its 
manifestation became a common medium, flashing not 
only mutual exchange but separate intensit}^ into our 
self-consciousness. In short, our artificial analysis has 
unduly separated between sign and thing signified, the 
inner spiritual fact and the outer physica.1 manifesta- 
tion ; and the Greek conception was truer, which made 
one term, — Logos, — serve for both, and treated the 
silent thought and the spoken word as one organic act 
of life, two momenta of the same function, not de- 
tached, like involuntary impulse from its deliberately 
chosen tool, but onty opposite surfaces of the same 
spontaneous pulsation.'’^ Just as Social Insight is 
capable of many vaiying degrees of truth, so it is 
awakened in many and various ways, due to the in- 
numerable conscious and unconscious influences -which 
every human life is always receiving and exerting. Its 
main forms correspond to the main lines of ^ differentia- 
tion and integration ’ in social development. All the 
facts that English psychologists and moralists have 
described as ‘general benevolence,’ ‘social sympathy,’ 
and the like, are more or less inadequate statements 
of the different ways in which Social Insight operates. 
‘ Sympathy,’ in the ordinary sense, or Mitgefiihl , — the 
mere community of individuals in particular feelings 
more or less transient, where , the one mind simpty 

^ lypes of Ethical Theory, pp, 31, 32. 
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reproduces the feeling of the other, — is really the 
least worthy form of a fruitful sympathetic insight.^. 
Dr Martineau has given a brief but excellent analysis 
of three dominant springs of action to which Social 
Insight gives rise : Parental Affection, Social Affection, 
and Compassion.^ He errs, I think, in representing 
these as fixed formed faculties of our nature, and as 
mere impulses, |A spring of action always presents 
itself as a desire for an objec^; in this case, a desire 
that another person shall be^ or attain to^ something which 
we think to be better than his present state. This some- 
thing better’ is not merely a truer intellectual com- 
prehension of reality; to regard it as this, would be 
to limit Social Insight to the mutual understanding 
involved in the interchange of ideas and the growth 
of knowledge : it is a state of his whole being ; and — 
in the distinctively moral reference which we here 
speak of — it refers more directly to those aspects of his 
being which reveal themselves in his emotions and 
volitions than to those which reveal themselves in his 
intellectual activities as such. Again, this ^ something 
better’ is judged to be better because we find it actu- 
ally realised in ourselves or others ; hence we implicitly 
compare it with the state of the person or class to 
whom our desire has reference. There is a converse 
form of this desire, based on a recognition of our own 
state as unworthy when compared with that of another 
personality, — realised in him, and potentially ours. Dr 
Martineau most truly says : It is the objective image 
of the nature sleeping within us, that wakes it up and 
startles it into self-knowledge. The living exhibition 

^ The error of Adam Smith in making this the supreme moral principle 
is trenchantly stated by Dr. Martineau, voL ii. p. iSSi 
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in another of higher affections than we have known, 
far from remaining unintelligible to us, is the grand 
means of spiritual culture, — the quickener of con- 
science and the opener of new faith. The natural 
language of every passion of which we are susceptible 
speaks to us with a marvellous magic, and calls up fresh 
islands and provinces of consciousness where there was 
a blank before. And whoever is the first to give ex- 
plicit manifestation to our own implicit tendency touches 
us with admiration and acquires a certain power over 
us. If the feeling he expresses is nearly on otir levels 
if he is only a little beforehand with us in shaping 
our dumb and formless wants, he becomes our literary 
interpreter or our party leader, — a chief indeed, but of 
the same kind with the followers. If the affection he 
realises is above ns^ strange to our experience but con- 
genial with our capacity, — a more heroic endm*ance or 
a more conquering love than we had conceived, — he 
becomes to us an author of faith, prophet and brother 
at once, even mediator helping us into nearer union 
with God.”^ 

§ 3. We must now notice certain aspects of the dis- 
tinctively aesthetic tendencies of man’s nature — those 
aspects of it which are relevant to our purpose here. 

The relation of u®sthetics ’ to Philosophy is a 
troublesome question, owing mainly to the undefined 
scope of the science itself. It deals with Beauty, in 
the comprehensive sense, as found in nature and art ; 
and its problems, as generally set forth, are the follow- 
ing: (a) How does Beauty affect us? (&) What is 
Beauty? (c) What are the mutual relations of the fine 
arts, and their function in human life? The first ques- 

^ Opti Chtty PP* ^3? ^4* 
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tion is psychological; to it we shall return directly. 
The second, when separated from the third, becomes a 
somewhat formal and .barren metaphysical inquiry, 
usuahv taking the form— What is Beauty in itself? 
In other words : What is the essential quality or prin- 
ciple, running through all beautiful objects, capable of 
being apprehended by all minds, and constituting (so 
far as apprehended) their consciousness of Beauty ? 
The question assumes that there is such a single prin- 
ciple involved ; and the answer to the question natur- 
ally follows from some general philosophic position, 
arrived at on other grounds. We have first a meta- 
physical principle and then we seek to explain Beauty 
as a manifestation thereof. The system of Plato is 
perhaps the most impressive example of this tendency. 
With this may be classed a large group of doctrines, of 
which Ruskin’s is typical,^ which treat. Beauty as 
symbolic of some * divine ’ attribute. Such theories 
deserve to be called formal or barren only in so far as 
they neglect to apply their principle to the concrete 
artistic activities of man. It may be according to our 
view it certainly is — quite sound in principle to regard 
Beauty as a case of the self-realising or self-manifesting 
process of the Absolute. But such a doctrine goes a 
very little way unless we are able to apply it to the 
main forms of art, — to exhibit the world of human 
artistic effort as a hierarchical system in the light of 
our metaphysical principle of evolution, according to 
the degrees in which the latter expresses itself therein. 
This is the third of the three questions of ‘ aesthetics ’ 
which we have indicated ; and this seems the real 
function of a Philosophy of Art. , Its main lines of 
investigation will be as .follows : What are the rela- 
^ Ruskin’s doctrine 'a$ expotmded in Modem Fainiers, Bk. li. 
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tions of artistic to natural beauty, and what are the 
essential aims of art as a whole? To what extent can 
the special forms of art be defined and classified accord- 
ing to their powers of embodying these general aims ? 
To what extent' can the general and special principles, 
so arrived at, be applied to the interpretation of, and 
criticised by, the main historic tendencies of artistic 
achievement ? Obviously these inquiries demand ex- 
tensive technical and historical knowledge, and go 
quite beyond the sphere of philosophy in the ordinary 
sense. In this place we need only thus indicate their 
general nature. 

The psychological method is often extolled because 
it explains our concrete aesthetic experiences ; it begins 
with what W'Ould seem to be nearest to us, — the facts 
of our own consciousness: again, because it does not 
begin with the highest stages of the aesthetic conscious- 
ness, which are extremely complex, but with its elemen- 
tary forms. Now as long as Psychology keeps to the 
strictly individualistic standpoint — as the traditional 
English Psychology has always done, and as the 
modern Physiological Psychology must necessarily do 
— it is almost certain to ignore some of the most im- 
portant characteristics of the sesthetic consciousness, 
since in their ^ elementary forms ’ these characteristics 
are comparatively insignificant. Professor Sully has 
remarked that to overlook the lower intensities of a 
psychical phenomenon may lead to radical error in the 
whole interpretation of consciousness ; and this applies 
both to general and to special analysis. 

The elements in our perception of Beauty, which the 
' scientific ' treatment is apt to overlook, may be classed 
under three heads: they. are the elements which for 
our present purpose it is most important to emphasise. 
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In the fini place, what are the ' lower limits ’ of the 
aesthetic consciousness ? On the one hand it has been 
maintained that a ^ pure sensation ’ — blue, for instance 
— may have aesthetic quality in and for itself, and that in 
the same manner various colours and sounds may affect 
us in vaidous ways, each in and for itself. On the 
other hand, it has been maintained that ' sensations as 
such ’ are devoid of aesthetic value— that a mere colour 
or a mere sound has as little artistic significance as a 
mere taste ; esthetic value can only attach to a sensa- 
tion in virtue of its relations to other sensations, which 
together with it form a more or less complex whole. 
This is the Kantian view, resting on the separation of 
sense and thought, — the function of thought being to 
relate, and so to unify, a ‘ manifold ’ of data received 
from foreign sources. The answer— in accordance with 
the distinction of the noetic and anoetic aspects of con- 
sciousness, on which great stress is laid in the present 
work — must be that ^mere’ or ^pure’ sensations, 

^ sensations as such,’ cannot enter into anything which 
we can call experience. No mode of sentience can 
come to be present to a consciousness unless it is to 
some extent discriminated, and therefore to that extent 
put in relations, by that consciousness. Hence the 
ajsthetic object is always a mode of the noetic con- 
sciousness. Only as more or less discriminated and 
related can a so-called ‘ sensation ^ have aesthetic value ; 
though the discrimination may only be as regards ex- 
tension or duration, and the relation in which we place 
it may shade off at once into the anoetic background. 
In the latter case it may appear, on a superficial view, 
to be an isolated datuin^ but it is not. Of course I am 
not saying that the source of Beauty is merely the in- 
tellectual element involved in these relations. 
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This consideration explains a universally recognised 
quality of the attitude which the esthetic consciousness 
adopts towards its object. The object becomes an 
organic wholey and only on condition that it remains 
so can its gesthetic value remain : its value is mutilated 
and destroyed by an attempt at analytical dissection. 
W e have to go back upon it in order to do this. Hence 
arise the divergent ideals of the scientific and the 
artistic mind: as Dr Martineau has well said — ‘"'The 
one reads its objects piecemeal by traversing hither 
and thither/ and putting together the contents of the 
field”; the other ^^instinctivety seizes the harmonies 
of the scene before it and frames it into a speaking 
whole,”— and more, it ‘‘catches the whole before it 
fixes upon anything, and carries the entire idea into the 
interpretation of every partd' ^ This seems to apply to 
every form of Beauty as perceived by us; it reverses, 
in part, the characteristic method of Science. The 
scientific instinct is, first to take a thing to pieces in 
order to understand it, and to describe it by describing 
the parts one by one. Hence science brings truth to 
the mind piece by piece, — in a series of intellectual 
assertions which have been reached by analysis or 
dissection. Not that science is merely analytic in this 
sense ; for, as we have abundantly seen, it presupposes 
that the facts with which it deals depend on an 
intelligible system of laws. Just as little is art merely 
synthetic. Hence it is only provisionally true to say 
that the artistic apprehension of beauty reverses the 
scientific apprehension of truth. 

In the second place, the strictly individualistic treat- 
ment of esthetic experience obscures the fact that the 
feeling involved in it is super -personal, and is indeed the 
^ OA cit, vol. ii p. 159. 


THE POSTULATES 


most impressive example of how in feeling the single 
individual is carried beyond himself. The super- 
personal aspect of the apprehension of Beauty appears 
first in its essentially social character. It is always, 
actually or potentially, a social experience, depending 
on objects of common perception, which may be enjoyed 
by a number of persons together and sympathetically. 
This is a reason for fixing the lower limit of esthetic 
experience at the two ‘ higher senses,' sight and hearing. 
A pleasure of taste or touch is a restricted individual 
experience, which we cannot have in common — e.g,^ 
we cannot touch the same ' pleasant ’ object in the 
same way and at the same time. The aesthetic value 
which is sometimes supposed to be attached to certain 
sensations of the three 'lower' senses seems doubtful 
and disputable.^ Not only is the aesthetic experience a 
social one in this sense ; its particular judgments depend 
largely on social conditions. It is true that when every 
allowance is made for due variations to the accidents 
of individual lives, "there remains a central apprehem 
siveness of beauty, which ^lse$ the outward senses 
as organs of the imagination." But this central 
element in the individual person's consciousness of 
Beauty is no more independent of the social atmos« 
phere than is any other function of his consciousness. 
Only on an abstract view is it true to say that the 
esthetic experiences of our own consciousness are 
" nearest to us." 

In the third place, we come to the most important 
consideration affecting the value of a psychological 
treatment of our perceptioo of Beauty : and that is, the 

^ These sensations may of sziggest, through past association, real 

iX‘Sthetic experiences of a higher kind. V • ^ 
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extent to which it recognises the vital truth that the 
perceptive consciousness in art is identical in quality 
with the creative^ and differs from the latter onh' in 
whaty for want of a better word, we may call intensity. 
Dr Martineau seizes on this truth and puts it before us 
in his own forcible way : “ The great difference between 
the ordinar}^ and the extraordinary energy of this gift 
[the artistic gift] — for example, between the poet’s 
reader and the poet himself — is perhaps that in the 
former it is dumb and unconscious, doing its work 
without disentangling the elements into view ; while in 
the latter, it is too vivid to remain unconscious and 
instinctive. The sense of beauty clears itself from every 
foreign impression, flings down the sediment of neutral 
matter, and by spontaneous analysis disengages the 
transparent essentials. It is indeed the tendency of all 
intense human feeling to quit its indeterminate state 
and become distinct, for, in proportion to its force, 
it is unable to sleep within ; it thirsts for expression ; 
and expression is first self - clearance, and then self- 
intelligence.’’ ^ 

§ 4. In these three ways we have the Idea of Perfec- 
tion, given by self-consciousness ; in other words, 
self-consciousness in its deeper and more reflective 
form shows us the Ideal under which we work. Our 
consciousness of the Ideal expresses itself in the forma- 
tion of rational desires, which point beyond the limits 
of experience in time and space. The typical forms of 
these desires are, as we have already pointed out : in 
the first place, a desire for harmony in our various 
knowledges, in order to the comprehension of the 
^ Op, dt., vol. ii, p. 159. 
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universe somehow as a complete wiiole ; ^ in the second 
place, a desire that our own or another personality may 
■attain to a better state, which we know to be actualty 
realised in some human life ; or, as we may otherwise 
express it, a desire that I may think, feel, and act 
towards another as towards myself; or, again, a desire 
for perfection in the relations of my will to other wills ; 
in the third place, a desire for the realisation of beauty, — 
the aesthetic activity being the same in principle through 
all stages of its exercise, — from an apparently ' passive ’ 
enjoyment up to the creative efforts of the highest 
genius. In self-consciousness, then, we may know our- 
selves as individuals ruled by a threefold Ideal which 
expresses itself in these forms* A few pages back, it 
was said that we think, of the Absolute as a being in 
which the Ideal is consummated and fully accomplished, 
and as being not simply a ^ system ' but as having an 
existence of which our own being for self is the least 
imperfect analogue.” The real meaning and the grounds 
of this passage from the finite to the Absolute, is the 
final problem which now concerns us. 

Let us consider first the intellectual Ideal, in the 
limited form in which Kant states it in his cosmological 
Dialectic. The Ideal of Worth as Truth, which is the 
mainspring of all attempts at science and philosoph}?’, is 
one which authenticates itself. To ignore it, or explain 
it away, would be to lapse into universal scepticism ; and 
this, as we might with Kant appeal to history to show, 
is not a possible permanent attitude for the human 
mind. Men have rested in such a result for a while, 

^ The Ideal by which Kant criticises scientific knowledge. As we have 
seen, in one sense his statement . of it iinplies too much, in another too little. 
But when we are dealing with" intelligence in relation to the whole of 
consciousness, and at the same time' have to. express its Ideal separately, we 
may best state it in this form. 
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but never for long. The vital functions of intelligence 
must be reliable if any knowledge whatever is to be 
possible. The aim of Epistemology is to show that 
knowledge is such an organic unity that we cannot give 
up one part of it which we find troublesome, while we 
keep another which pleases us— ^ sense knowledge/ for 
instance— as safe and sound. The only alternative is a 
scepticism complete and absolute : and this cannot be 
intellectually refuted because it cannot be intellectually 
reached. It is equivalent to a refusal to think at 
all ; and the man who so refuses, to that extent ab- 
dicates his humanit}^ If the scepticism is not com- 
plete, then to that extent it is self-contradictory, on the 
organic view of knowledge. If, then, the principles of 
intelligence are reliable, this is equivalent to saying that 
the world is so constituted that it can be known by the 
mind of man, — that the ends of intelligence can be 
realised in it. This may seem tautological, but it is 
not so. Reason from its nature thinks of the world as 
constituted in a certain manner : and its ends cannot be 
realised unless the world is so constituted. This implies 
not merely that the forms of objective reality correspond 
to the logical functions of thought (individuality, caus- 
ality, &c.) ; but that in the completeness of intelligence 
we should know the objective world as complete in the 
same sense. The world must therefore be the expression 
of intelligence. Intelligence is at least one fundamental 
aspect of the Absolute Reality. This postulate must 
be true if any real knowledge is to be possible. This 
postulate expresses what we mean by the validity of the 
intellectual Ideal. 

Now why may we not attach to the Ideal of Worth, 
in its ethical and esthetic aspects, as much significance 
as must be attached to the Ideal of Worth as Truth ? 
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Can we ignore or explain awa)^ the Ideal in two of its 
aspects, while we regard the third as supreme ? 

That view of the world which may be called 
Naturalism answers the question in the affirmative. 
Naturalism maintains that wholly unconscious and 
unspirituai realities — the ‘ Unknowable/ ^ Uncon- 
scious Will/ ^Unconscious Intellect/ the ^Atom and 
Void/ &c. — are the most fundamental Realities in the 
universe ; our Ideals of Worth are of no more signi- 
finance for the nature of the Whole — are no less the 
products of blind struggles with circumstance — than 
is the fact that we are bipeds, or the fact that other 
animals have protective colouring. The weakness of 
this theory, from the purely rational point of view, 
becomes apparent when we consider the way in which 
the Ideal of Worth, as a fact of conscious experience, 
is ^explained.’ Nature — in the lower or narrower 
sense in which the term is used to denote all that 
happens in the known world except the conscious 
activities of human beings — is hypostatised, treated as 
self-existent, and then man’s conscious life is explained 
as its ^ product,’ as evolved or developed from ’ it, &c., 
according to the current phraseology. But what is 
not explained is the fact that the mind of man has 
persisted, and seemingly always will persist, in the 
attempt to think consistently about reality and make 
it rational and intelligible. Naturalism itself, like 
every science and every philosophy, does homage to 
this tendency and recognises its Ideal as supreme; and 
the problem, What is its significance ? whence comes 
it? presses for solution. It is curious that neither 
evolutionists nor associationists have endeavoured to 
^explain’ how it is that 7rdvTe<i avOpmirot rov dMvai opi^ 
fyoprai> <pvcrei-, — how it is that inevitably, ^ by nature,’ ail 
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men endeavour to understand and comprehend things 
for the sake of understanding them. It would seem 
that a really consistent Naturalism must be tantamount 
to Scepticism. It is most reasonable to regard the 
three aspects of the Ideal of Worth as co-ordinate, 
so that whatever significance is attached to one of 
them may be claimed for the others also. Thus the 
world must be so constituted that the aims of true 
morality and true art can be realised in it ; and this 
means that the world is the expression of Absolute 
Goodness and Absolute Beauty. 

The line of thought on which we have been dwelling 
may be concisely expressed thus : If any thought at 
all is valid, then on the organic view of knowledge the 
vital principles of all thought are valid; in other words, 
the world is constituted in the way these principles 
indicate. By analogy we then extend the conclusion 
to cover the principles of morality and art. In this lies 
the application of a remark made in the Introductory 
chapter of this work, that the principle of proof is the 
same over the whole region of philosophy. For in the 
last resort the principle of proof must be stated in the 
form of a postulate, assumption, trust, faith — call it what 
you will — which must be true if some whole region of 
spiritual endeavour is to be intelligible, and not to be 
^Wanity and a striving after wind.'’ But I scarcely 
think that this is the most pregnant way of stating 
the involution of the Absolute in the finite. 

Let us examine the ^ontological argument’ which 
endeavoured to pass from finite thought to Absolute 
Being through the idea of Perfection or of a Perfect 
Being. Kant’s famous criticism of this argument, and 
the Hegelian reply thereto, are most instructive. The 
following is an admirably concise and pointed statement 
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of the Hegelian view: I may have [says Kant] an 
idea of a hundred dollars, but my pocket may be empty 
enough for all that. In like manner, he argues, I may 
have an Idea of God, but this is far from proving, as 
the supporters of the ontological argument would have 
us believe, the objective existence of a being corre- 
sponding to my idea. Clearly Kant’s reasoning depends 
for its validity on the measure of the analogy between 
God and a hundred dollars. If God is a being or thing 
as separable from me as the hundred dollars are, then 
certainly there is no passage from idea to reality. 
Deism puts God at a distance in this way, and Deism 
therefore succumbs to Kant’s illustration. But if God 
cannot be in any sense a thing or object, the idea 
of God may very well be at the same time his real 
existence. If the idea of God is inseparable from 
consciousness as such — is in fact the perfect rational 
synthesis of which every consciousness is, and recog- 
nises itself to be, the potential form — then this existence 
Gn thought’ seems to give all the reality that can be 
asked for. Unless indeed we are prepared to materialise 
God into an object of our present or future senses, this 
is the only reality of which we can speak.” ^ In other 
words, God is the perfect rational synthesis of the 
Universe. This synthesis is not a fact found in the 
course of scientific or cosmological knowledge ; but a 
deeper reflection shows that it is the Ideal of this 
knowledge. It must therefore arise because our human 
intelligence shares in an Absolute Intelligence which is 
the realisation of what to us is an ideal synthesis. 

Evidently this is in the main not a rehabilitation of 
the old argument but the substitution for it of another. 
I say ^ in the main,’ because it would seem that, in the 
^ Seth, Frmn Kant to . Hegel ^ pp. 142, 143. 



OF IDEALIST ETHICS. 


409 


case of Descartes and Leibniz at least, this was the 
idea, half understood and half misunderstood, which 
sought expression in the ‘ontological proof.' This 
proof, according to the usual expression of it, seemed 
to say that we could not think of Perfection unless a 
Perfect Being really existed : this is a pure non seqftitnv 
unless the Idea of Perfection is itself the immediate presence 
in us of the Perfect Being; but for this presence, we 
could have no such idea. In principle Hegel’s version 
of the ontological proof is, I contend, thoroughly 
sound ; but its form is too limited. We are conscious 
of ‘ obligatory Ideals,’ which present themselves in our 
experience as of absolute and unqualified worth and 
validity, requiring us not only to seek for and realise 
Truth in thought, but Righteousness in character and 
social conduct, and Beauty in nature and human life. 
All these Ideals impose on those whom they inspire the 
absolute obligation to embody them in the work of life. 
We have seen that the question whether absolute or 
perfect knowledge ‘ includes ’ the perfection of all other 
spiritual activities is not one which we can intelligibly 
discuss. In the actual constitution and history of 
human experience we find no such tendency in any one 
aspect of the Ideal to absorb the others.^ 

There are two principles involved in Hegel’s argu- 
ment. The first is this : the fact that the self-conscious 
spirit is capable, in these respects, of rising above itself, 
of comparing itself with other selves, and of passing 
judgment upon its own character in all aspects thereof, 
is proof positive thaf that which is not finite and self- 
contained, but infinite and universal, is immanent with- 
in it. This is, in fact, the essence of the religious view 

^ Except of course in the sense in which this is due to one-sided ethical 
or philosophical doctrine. 
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of the world, — this gives to religion all its strength and 
vigour : Man is not, as Naturalism would have it, merely 
a supexdor kind of animal ; he is endowed with rational 
hopes, desires, and aspirations which point beyond 
the limits of time and space, and make him a child 
of Eternity. Hence he is divinely discontented with 
everything finite and imperfect, and can never find 
rest therein. If we were entirely finite beings, if we 
were wholly shut up within our own limits, how could 
we ever know that we were so? If man -were what 
Naturalism makes him to be, it is surely impossible to 
understand why he should ever have thought of himself 
as anything more. In this connection, Mr Spencer’s 
doctrine that we have vague consciousness of the 
Absolute” is extremely significant. We could have no 
sense of imperfection, or feeling of the brief and transi- 
tory, character of visible things, did we not share in an 
eternal Life, — a being in whom is no variableness nor 
shadow cast by turning. The other fundamental prin- 
ciple involved in Hegel’s argument is this. That w^e 
are thus conscious of the imperfection of our own lives, 
— in thought and knowdedge, feeling, conduct, — implies 
not merely that our little lives should be rooted in a 
perfect Life, but that we should be personally conscious, 
in how-ever vague or incipient a form/ of this super- 
personal perfection as a present reality. Not only are 
we conscious of a standard of perfection, but we are 
always incipiently conscious of its reference to a present 
reality, the ground of our Existence and the Source 
and Consummation of our Ideals. 

It is curious that the most scientific agnostic of 
modern times should have developed a doctrine w'hich 

^ In this appears the significance of the conception that self-consciousness 
has degrees of Truth. Cf. infra. ' , - ■ 
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at once invites comparison with that of religious 
mysticism — a doctrine which, to a certain limited ex- 
tent, keeps the fundamental truth and the fundamental 
error of mysticism. I refer of course to the vague 
consciousness of the Absolute” which Mr Spencer 
affirms that we possess. Now mysticism finds the 
basis of religious belief in an immediate experience 
or 'feeling’ of a universal, eternal, or super -personal 
being in vital relation to our own consciousness ; 
though this experience is felt with varying degrees of 
distinctness, differing with different minds. This is, 
I contend, an inseparable element of all religious be- 
lief of the deeper and more vital sort. Mr Spencer, 
in a manner, admits it to be so, and affirms that it 
is the only element destined to survive. But in effect 
he commits the very same error which mysticism 
commits, and in an aggravated form. Mysticism has 
usually supposed that the experience in question arises 
through some special faculty distinct from the general 
activities of the human mind. Mr Spencer’s doctrine 
expressly excludes the possibility of its having any 
relation to these activities. For our Reason, the 
Absolute is unknowable because of the very nature of 
knowledge, — according to Mr Spencer’s conception of 
its nature; and he thinks that he has explained the 
real origin and source of the moral and artistic ideals 
by tracing their history in time, so that they are no 
revelation of the Absolute. , Thus the vague conscious- 
ness of the Absolute is a name for we know not what. 
The scornful criticisms which have been passed upon 
this "bastard mysticism of the relativists” seem well 
deserved. If we have any consciousness of the Absolute 
at all, it must arise in and thrmigh those Ideals which 
rule our whole consciousness or experience. The truth 
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we have to recognise is this : if the reality of the 
Absolute Perfection is not directly evinced in some as- 
pect of consciousness, we could never pass to it by an)^ 
process, whether of argument or of any other kind. We 
cannot pass from ourselves as finite to the Absolute 
unless in a sense we are, though finite, already there ; 
were we not consciously already there, we could not 
even discuss the possibility of such a ^passage.’ We 
may express this view in general terms, thus : In our 
deeper self-consciousness there is an immediate appre- 
hension of the Absolute, of God, as immanent in our 
rational, ethical, and spiritual Ideals, Our self-con- 
sciousness, at its truest, tells us that we as individuals 
are finite and dependent creatures, and that there is 
living and operative in our higher life that which is 
self-existent and eternal. This self-revelation of God 
presents itself as no mere abstraction, no self-painting 
of the yearning spirit,” but as the Eternal Mind and 
Heart of Nature speaking in and to our finite spirits. 

From the standpoint of scientific Psychology, the 
assertion has been made that this is simply to revive 
the obsolete appeal to ^‘the evidence of consciousness,” 
and then to surrender our philosophic judgment to 
this charming but perhaps lying witness.” Such a 
statement is a serious misrepresentation, and derives 
its plausibility simply from the ambiguities of the term 
‘ consciousness.’ 

(a) From the purely theoretic point of view there is 
no more difficulty in the fact that the finite mind tran- 
scends itself so far as to be capable of grasping the In- 
finite, than in the fact that it transcends itself so far as 
to be capable of knowing anything whatever, or of re- 
presenting to itself the life, of another self. The Infinite 
which we are speaking of is not that which is indefinitely 
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extended in time and space, but that which is self-limited 
and self-existent.^ Indeed we have no right to speak 
of a 'difficulty’ in this connection, for if the term means 
anything, it means some kind of intellectual obstacle 
or stumbling-block; and the intelligence which finds 
its own essential nature a stumbling - block is surely 
approaching the pathological state. The nature of 
thought is to point beyond its present lomis or point of 
attachment : and its conception of this ' beyond ’ is 
capable of infinite articulation and development — the 
finite consciousness goes beyond itself on ever\^ side. 
It is thoroughly unreasonable, then, to admit the prin- 
ciple of self-transcendence and deny that ultimate ap- 
plication of it which is suggested by the principle itself, 
and which indeed is only its real meaning, implicitly, 
throughout And every one admits the principle who 
even addresses an intelligible assertion to another mind. 
Again, there is nothing ' contradictory ’ in the ultimate 
expression of our conclusion in the form " man is infinite 
as well as finite.” No doubt a region of space or a dura- 
tion of time cannot be at once limited and unlimited, 
but this is not the infinity or the finitude of which we 
here speak. No doubt we cannot form a mental pic- 
ture of something which combines both these qualities ; 
but this again is irrelevant. Indeed the nature of the 
human self is, in the end, the only standard of intelligi- 
bility ; for the thought which gives such standards is a 
main function of the self, and whatever thought finds 
involved in the existence of the self is thereby involved 
in its own nature as thought. The difficulty is no more 
real than the supposed pu^^zle of understanding how 
there can be a unity of diverse aspects ; there can be, 

^ This of course is Hegel^s distinction of the ‘ false ’ and the ‘ true ’ In- 
finite. 
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because in the reality of the self there is such a unity. 
When we push our inquiry into the relation between 
Thought and Reality far enough, — that is, when we 
carry it back to the foundations of self-consciousness, 
— we find that Thought is inseparable from Reality, 
and that their relation, viewed from the side of Thought, 
may be expressed thus: The nature of our Thought 
is, to produce from itself principles which express the 
nature of Reality ; and viewed from the side of Reality, 
thus : The nature of Reality is to be what is signi- 
fied by those principles which express the nature of 
Thought. 

(b) From the practical point of view, it is objected — 
to the conclusion we have reached — that men are not 
aware of any ^infinite’ side to their consciousness. 
This objection is in principle the same as that which 
Mr Balfour has so effectively stated in his Defence of 
Philosophic Doubt, He is referring to ‘ transcendental ’ 
arguments — i,e,, those which endeavour to prove the 
reaiit}’ of certain factors in the structure of knowledge. 

When a man is convinced by a transcendental argument 
it must be because he perceives that a certain relation 
or principle is necessary to constitute his admitted ex- 
perience ; this is to him a fact, the truth of which he is 
obliged to recognise'’ — the fact that deny intelligible 
experience could not be so were it not for the presence 
of certain functions of intelligence (categories) as con- 
stitutive factors in the experience. But another fact 
which he may also find it hard to dispute is that he 
himself, and as it would appear the majority of man- 
kind, have habitually had this experience without ever 
thinking it under this relation. The transcendentalist 
would no doubt say at once that the relation in question 
had always been thought implicitly even if it had not 
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always come into clear consciousness. . . . But if an 
implicit thought means in this connection what it means 
everywhere else, it is simply a thought which is logi- 
cally bound up in some other thought, and which for 
that reason may always be called into existence by it : 
now from this very definition it is plain that so long as 
a thought is implicit it does not exist.” ^ Surely '^from 
this very definition ” it is plain merely that the im- 
plicit thought” has 3iot yet been clearly discriminated 
by the thinker for himself in his own mind. But to 
identify existence in consciousness with what the thinker 
has distinctly discriminated — Le., broken up into terms 
and relations — is a violent measure w'hich, I presume, 
Mr Balfour does not contemplate.^^ To say that any 
function of consciousness (intellectual or other) exists 
implicitly is to say that it forms an as yet undiscrim- 
inated part of the general background of sentience, out 
of which arises thought itself and the experience which 
thought makes intelligible—that is, the experience of 
which we are explicitly conscious. In this sense of the 
words, we must be implicitly conscious of any factor in 
our experience before we can be explicitly conscious of 
it ; it must first come to us as an undistinguished part 
of the whole of experience. As Mr Stout says, It is 
we that distinguish, but what we distinguish is fixed for 
us, not by us; in this respect we are obviously at the 
mercy of some condition distinct from our own sub- 
jective activity. But this condition is not in any sense 
external to the individual mind.; it is an immanent 
factor in mental process, not an agency determining it 
from without.” This immanent factor is so far from 

^ Oj>, p. 94. ^ . 

2 Cf. Mr Stout’s discussion of, the difficulties to which this identihcation 
leads : Analytic Psychology^ Bk. i. ch. 3 . ' ' ‘ , 
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being an agency external to the discriminative activity 
of thought, that we find its presence implied in the 
analysis of thought itself by thought. The stubborn 
objector to the doctrine that the anoetic element of 
sentience or immediacy ^ is a fundamental aspect of 
consciousness, seems driven to deny even that thought 
can become progressively aware of its own ncdure as 
thought — to deny that any discoveries have ever 
been made, or can be made, in the logical theory of 
knowledge. This element of ' immediacy ’ must then 
be recognised as present somewhere, — it cannot be 
wholly expelled from consciousness ; and, having ad- 
mitted the principle, to assign an arbitrary limit to its 
application is futile. 

Thus the fundamental answer to all such objections 
as those we have been considering is to point out. the 
significance of the fact that self-consciousness, in every 
direction of it, has and must have degrees of truth. It 
attains truth by rationalising the immediate elements 
of experience, which are always real and may be so 
tumultuous as to entail fatal consequences if the in- 
dividuaFs intelligence is not sufficiently developed to be 
capable of giving them adequate form. In being pro- 
gressively made rational, the immediate is not gradually 
removed, as the mathematically irrational element in a 
surd is removed by extraction of the root to any re- 
quired degree of accuracy ; it is not sublimed away, so 
to speak, or destroyed by being known under the form 
of relations, any more than thought destroys its own 
nature by becoming aware of itself. The immediate is 

1 The term ‘ anoetic sentience ^ is employed by Mr Stout ; the term ^ im- 
mediacy’ is Hegelian, Hegel’s doctrine of the immediate in experience 
{Gefiihl) is ambiguous ; but it atonce 'suggests' such a doctrine as that which 
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present at every stage of conscious experience — as 
much in the highest as in the lowest — and is always 
prior (in the sense explained) to distinct knowledge. 
We are, then, able to make the following generalisa- 
tions. The process of finite knowledge arises from the 
gradual emergence of thought, which is part of and in 
necessary relation to the whole development of finite 
being, and which both makes and finds differences in the 
immediate. Aw’areness of an objective world (of some 
kind and some extent) is what first discovers the individ- 
ual to itself, mainly by the emphasis which that world 
compels it to lay on its own pleasures and pains ; but 
as long as it is not capable of conscious intercourse with 
another like itself (as many of the lower animals certainly 
are), it is at the stage of what we may call the material 
self ; self-knowledge cannot be said to exist, — there is 
only consenticnce. With the development of, and the 
knowledge of, other selves in the environment, a higher 
stage of self-hood and self-consciousness is reached, — 
the social self In man, the finite self is organising 
itself (including its knowledge of itself and of its race) 
in certain explicit, definite forms. Inasmuch as its 
being is now, in a sense, differentiated from the Ab- 
solute, its knowledge is chiefly interested in itself as 
finite {i,e,, in itself as thus differentiated) and in the 
objective world which it has learnt to distinguish from 
itself and other selves. The Absolute is the Ground 
and Source of the whole process of growth, but the 
finite self need not be aware of this. The first trace of 
its presence which we find is that universal principle of 
movement, the principle of '^action in advance of 
experience,” which the theory of evolution seemed to 
postulate, and by which the world of life has been 
unconsciously moulded. The , human race is not un- 
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consciously moulded by it ; we recognise its operation 
in the formation of an Ideal which is in advance of all 
past experience and attainment. Nothing follows from 
the mere fact that this or that man, or most men, do 
not recognise in this Ideal anything which they are 
inclined to call the presence and self-revelation of the 
Absolute Reality. It is fatal blindness to deny that in 
such Ideals there is an experience which can only so be 
described. There is a conscious self-surrender in man's 
earnest scientific work, — in his sincerest and profound- 
est philosophic thinking, — in his devotion to that which 
has real and abiding beauty, — above all, in his yielding 
to the promptings of humanity and love. Herein he is 
not merely realising himself in the light of an idea of 
what is highest and best ; he is also consciously sur- 
rendering himself to what is the Everlasting Real. 
The human race is constantly beset by such experience ; 
aroused, it may be, by thinking over the achievements 
of intellectual, moral, and spiritual genius, or by the 
personal appeals of such, or by the mysterious yet very 
real influences of the beautiful and sublime in nature 
or in human life. Such appeals raise our selfhood to a 
higher level. Let us recall the conclusion to which the 
most reasonable epistemological, psychological, and 
ethical considerations have led, — as regards the mean- 
ing of ‘ selfhood.’ The finite self is not a mere succes- 
sion of ‘ phenomena,’ as in Positivism ; it is not a " sub- 
stance/ self-identical, and fixed or static or permanent, 

' underlying ’ these phenomena, as in pre - Kantian 
rationalism ; its nature is to be a continuous self- 
realising or self-organising process, — a growth^ for there 
seems to be no more pregnant expression for the truth 
than this. The human self,, is always growing, — be- 
coming something more and other than it is. But the 
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pre-Kantian doctrine stubbornly survives; it is still the 
doctrine of common - sense theory, — of popular and 
theological psychology ; and it will survive as long as 
the equally one-sided Positivist theory is represented 
to the thoughtful public as the only scientific ’ con- 
clusion in the matter. In consequence, the true nature 
of morality — that the main principles of ethics must be 
expressed in the form Be this, rather than Do this — is 
completely misunderstood. The essential doctrine of 
Christianity, so far as this is undei*stood by its expon- 
ents, and the influence of certain writers and teachers 
here and there, are fortunately in the right direction as 
regards this basal question. 

Once more we must appeal to the doctrine which 
our whole investigation in these chapters has been a 
sustained effort to expound and defend and apply to 
actual experience — the doctrine of Degrees in Reality 
and Truth. Our Ideals are the immediate self-revela- 
tion of the Absolute for us ; but they are not, therefore, 
abstractly identical with the existence of the Absolute 
for itself. Only in ceasing to be man and becoming 
God could we comprehend this existence. Otherwise, 
reflection will show that the attempt intellectually to 
determine the existence of the Absolute for itself is to 
ask, What is it in so far as we do not know it ? We only 
know it in so far as our highest experience is a revela- 
tion of it, — a revelation which is true for us since it is 
the best we have. It is true “ so far as it goes ” ; and 
this phrase is not meaningless. A useful metaphorical 
expression of its meaning is to regard knowledge as 
comparable to the view which an observer takes of a 
tract of country. On the ground his view of it is 
limited by the conditions of his position ; but though 
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limited it is a view of a real constitutive portion of the 
whole region, in which the characteristic physical 
features of the whole may be more or less adequately 
detected. As his point of view ascends, his observation 
embraces and transcends the limited field to which it 
had previously been shut in ; and this field itself ap- 
pears in truer proportions because its relations to the 
parts beyond it are now in view : yet, though modified, 
the first view is not and cannot be done away with. 
The highest aspects of human experience, then, are the 
highest points of view we can attain, — those from which 
we can take the most adequate views of Reality. Such 
a metaphor, of course, must not be pressed, but it 
serves the purpose of a valuable illustration. The 
highest achievements of human life have an indefinite 
' beyond,’ — they have possibilities of rising again, and 
yet again, and ever again, to a higher stage ; and as 
long as they are thus, as long as we are human, they 
cannot be more than symbols, — a symbolic revelation 
of God. 

How then can the Ideal which prompts them be the 
very presence of the Divine in us ? 

It may be the very presence of God in us, but it can- 
not be an absolutely true revelation of God to us until 
thought has gone to work upon it and reflectively 
known it to be this. Now reflection shows that the 
absolute completion or perfection of the Ideal is a 
limiting conception ; as we have seen, it is a concep- 
tion of that to which our experience points, but which 
from its nature is beyond us, though progressively real- 
ised by us. Hence it is the inevitable deficiencies in 
our intellectual formulation of the Ideal which make 
it only a symbolic revelation; of the Absolute- This is 
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understand the doctrine that everything w^hich exists 
.has: an ..unknowable core,- ^ in itself/' . Our thought . is in 
a sense ' agnostic ’ with regard to the nature of the 
Absolute, but only in the sense in which it is agnostic 
with regard to the constmmation of its own nature, — 
ix,, with regard to absolute knowledge. The widest 
and deepest knowledge that we could obtain would not 
be an absolute knowledge ; on the other hand, in the 
conception of this widest and deepest knowledge we 
have the truest representation of what absolute know- 
ledge is ; and it is the same with goodness and beauty. 
By a similar line of thought we were led to reject the 
conception that the Ideal is a form of self-consciousness^ 
This doctrine indeed would logically result in the 
identification of the Absolute with the process of 
human experience, — so that the only existence which 
it has is an existence which we have accomplished. 
In realising our Ideals we would be progressively 
creating God, — in the only sense in which this 
name has any meaning. This is equivalent to the 
Comtist deification of Humanity,'^ But such a 
view, I contend, refuses to be thought out. It is 
an incoherent compromise between Naturalism and 
Idealism. 

What is the essence of the Idealist view? That 
which for us as individuals is not realised but may be 
so, is for the Absolute eternally real ; in the Absolute 
is eternally realised the goal to which our Ideals would 
direct us. This statement enables us to symbolise in 

' Ch. Vi. § 5. 

There are lines of thought in Hegel which lead to this result ; hut 
there are others which show us the way out of it. 
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yet another way — perhaps the most pregnant way of 
all — the ineffable transcendence of the Absolute above 
and beneath the finite, and its self-manifestation in the 
finite* 

Our experience, in the widest sense, including the 
Ideals by which it is ruled, is essentially a process in 
time ; ever3^thing human must have a history^ wherein 
is revealed 

“ the Light 

That guides the nations, — groping on their wa\', 

Stumbling and falling in disastrous night, 

Yet hoping ever for the perfect day.” 

Such is human progress. But the eternal realisation of 
human Ideals in the Absolute implies nothing less than 
this : a process in time cannot be the ultimate and most 
fundamental fact in the Universe. The Absolute can- 
not really have a history, as its revelation to finite beings- 
has. And this again is only to say in other words that 
every consistent Idealism must regard the universe as 
ftmdamentally rational, righteous, and perfect. On the 
other hand, it is equally essential firmly to keep hold 
on the reality of the time-processes of growTh and 
change in individual lives, for whom the Ideal ma^^ be 
more or less fully realised. For in all real growth it is 
implied that though the less perfect is destined to give 
place to the more perfect, the less perfect exists in its 
own time and place, no less than the more perfect to 
which it leads up.” Hence come the irrationality and 
unrighteousness which enter into actual life. There is 
no more fatal error, no more injurious misrepresenta- 
tion of the very spirit of Idealism, than to, regard it as 
holding that evil is unreal or merely " negative/* Evil 
has indeed no ultimate reality, it is not a selTexistent 
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thing ; but the finite selves, of whose life it forms part, 
are not self-existent things : it is as real as our individih 
alityd To deny this would be to deny the very motive 
for which Idealism exists — the one which gives it all 
its significance; for the experience of the threefold 
€pa>9 in individual centres of life is the main motive to 
the construction of an idealistic theory of things. 
Hence these finite centres of life must have a reality 
of their own, and not be mere accidents or incidents of 
a universal Life. It is not enough to say, with Par- 
rnenides and Spinoza, that 

^‘The One remains, the many change and pass ; 

Heaven’s light for ever shines, Earth’s shadows fly; 

Life, like a dome of many-coloured glass, 

Stains the white radiance of Eternity, 

Until Death tramples it to fragments.” 

Such a view may be found satisfactory if everything is 
subordinated to the supposed demands of the purely 
intellectual Ideal, so that the individual life is supposed 
to exist only as the “^potential form’ of a perfect rational 
synthesis of the Universe. It was the presence of this 
strain in the systems of Aristotle and of Hegel that led 
some of their followers to develop a purely naturalistic 
theory therefrom. 

Another consideration confirms our conclusion. If 
a process in time is the most fundamental fact in the 
universe, the very idea of a Final Cause or world-aim 
would have to be rejected as a figment of the imagina- 
tion. To speak of a Final Cause implies that the ulti- 
mate and most reasonable explanation of existence 

^ Or, as real as that side of our nature whose growth it opposes. It is 
well for us that this is not always our whole nature. 
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must be sought, not in a ' First Cause ’ or state out 
of which things emerge, but in a goal towards which 
they move, — a reXo? or End regarded as the explanatory 
cause of the whole development. Hence, on the one 
side, unless the movement — the process of change — is 
real, there is nothing to explain, and it would be mean- 
ingless to speak of a Final Cause : on the other side, 
unless the reXo? in all its fulness is an abiding reality 
through the process, it is no explanation; it would 
have to be thought of as another process added on to 
the former. 

It must be observed that by Time is not meant 
abstract or ‘empty’ Time, — Time unfilled by any kind 
of events, — Time without any kind of content. This 
is an abstraction which it is perfectly useless to talk 
about, even if it were intelligible, which is doubtful. 
Time is only experienced by us in the form of a succes- 
sion of changing events, and for our experience it can 
mean nothing else, I therefore regard it as accepted 
that the conception of Time is indistinguishable from 
that of Change or Becoming (these terms being used 
as synonymous), — that Time as conceived is simply 
the general schema or form of Change. The question 
of the reality of Time is the question of the reality of 
human experience in general. 

The conclusion to which Idealism points is in brief 
this : Time or Change is neither an absolute reality nor an 
absolute unreality; notwithstanding that each of these 
views has been maintained in an extreme form by 
thinkers in ancient and modern times, and in the 
Eastern and Western worlds. They are not mutually 
exclusive alternatives, one or the other of which must 
be true; nor can we form, an absolute antithesis be- 
tween temporal and super-temporal existence. There 
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must be some via inedia between them, which makes 
it possible to conceive of Reality as a multiplicity of 
individual, finite, growing lives, immanent in a universal 
and eternally complete Life ; and of this via media the 
doctrine of Degrees is a brief but boundlessly sug- 
gestive statement. 

Let us summarise the constructive principles which 
we have employed in these pages. They are the fol- 
lowing: (i) that Thought has a real content — nr., has 
a structure which works or grows according to laws 
of its own ; it is not (as with Herbart, Lotze, and the 
Forma,! Logicians) a merely formal activity capable 
only of arranging foreign material : (2) , that owing to 
a mass of inherited and unconscious prejudices, the 
true Law of Identity always tends, to be forgotten in 
particular even if acknowledged in general : (3) that 
the operation of Thought is inconceivable except as in- 
volving the presence of an element of Immediacy, out 
of which Thought itself, together with the experience 
which Thought makes intelligible, arises : (4) that 
human experience as a whole, and regarded as a hier- 
archical system, is the only possible revelation of the 
Absolute for man : (5) that the highest Ideals which 
rule our experience are, and are at times known to be, 
the very presence of the Absolute in us : (6) that this 
conclusion is explicable by the doctrine of Degrees in 
Reality and Truth, by w^hich an adequate . Philosophy 
is enabled to do justice both to the Individual side of 
our nature, — to the reality of our finite, growing self, 
— and to its universal side, to the self-revelation of the 
Absolute in it. 

Each of these principles we, may take to be in the 
main Hegelian, inasmuch as they are all suggested by 
a study of his works and are present in his thought, 
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though their expression is often ambiguous, and the 
true significance of some of them was not seen by- 
Hegel, and is not seen by many of those who have 
been called Hegelians. Hegel’s genius enabled him to 
gather them as fruits of the wisdom of the ages ; and 
it is well known that the most fruitful source of his 
richest thought lay in his profound stud}- of the spirit 
of Greek Philosophy and the spirit of the Christian 
Religion, 


THE END 
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—Jural. 1 vol.— The Spanish Otpsy. 1 voL— Esbatcs. 1 vol.— Theophras- 
tus Such. I vol. 

Life and Works of George Eliot (Cabinet Edition). 24 

volumes, crown 8vo, price £6. Also to be had handsomely bound in half and full 
calf. The Volumes are sold separately, hound in cloth, price 6s. each. 

Novels by George Eliot. Popular Copyright Edition. ; In new 

uniform binding, price 3s, 6d. each. 

Aram Bede. SxlAs Marner ; The Lifted Veil ; 

The Mill on the Floss, Brother Jacob. 

Scenes OF Clerical Life. Midblemarch. 

Bomola. Daniel Dbronda. 

Felix Holt, the Babical. 

Essays. New Edition. Crown 8vo, 5s. 

Impressions of Theophrastus Bmch. New Edition. Crown 

Svo, 5s. 

The Spanish Gypsy. New Edition. 

The l4egend of Jubal, and other 

New Edition. Crown Svo, 58. 

Silas Marner. New Edition, with Illustrations by Eeginald 

Birch, Crown Svo, Is. 6d. net. Cheap Edition, 2s. 6d. Cheap Edition, 
royal Svo, paper cover, price 6d. 

Scenes of Clerical Life, Pocket Edition, Z vols, pott Svo, 

Is. net each ; bound in leather. Is. 6d. net each. Cheap Edition, 3s. Illus- 
trated Edition, with 20 Illustrations by H. E. Millar, crown Svo, 2g. ; paper 
covers, Is. Cheap Edition, royal Svo, in paper cover, price 6d. 

Felix Holt. Cheap Edition. Eoyai 8to, in paper cover, 6d. 
Adam Bede. Pocket Edition. In 1 vol. pott 8vo, Is. net | 

bound in leather, in 3 vols., 4s. 6d, net. Cheap Edition, royal Svo, in 
paper cover, price 6d. New Edition, crown 8vo, paper cover, Is.; crown Svo, 
with Illustrations, cloth. 2a 


Crown Svo, 6s. 

Poems, Old and New 
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ELIOT. 

The Mill on the Floss. Pocket Edition, in 1 voL pott Svo, 

Is. net, limp leather, 4s. 6d. net. Cheap Edition, royal 8yo. in paper cover 
price 6d. New Edition, paper covers, Is. ; cloth, 2s. 

Eomola. Cheap Edition. Koyal Syo, in paper cover, price 6d. 
Silas Marner \ Brother J acoh ; Lifted veil. Pocket Edition. 

^Pott 8vo, cloth, Is. net; limp leather, 2s. 3d, net. 

■ Wise, Witty, and Tender Sayings, in Prose and Verse. ■ Selected^ 

from the Works of Gkokok Eliot. New Edition. leap. 8vo, Ss. 6d. 

ELLIS. 

Barbara Winslow, Bebel. By Beth Ellis. Crown 8vo, 6s. 
Madame, Will You Walk ? Crown 8vo, 6s. 

ELTON. The Augustan Ages. “Periods- of European Litera- 
ture." By Oliver Elton, B.A., Lecturer in English Literature, Owen’s College 
Manchester. Grown 8 vo, 6s. net, 

FAHIE. A History of Wireless Telegraphy. Including some 

Bare-wire Proposals for Subaqueous Telegraphs. By J. J. Fahie, Member of the 
Institution of Electrical En^neers, London, and of the Societe Internationale 
des Electricians, Paris ; Author of ‘ A History of Electric Telegraphy to the 
Year 1837,' &c. With Illustrations. Third Edition, Eevised. Crown 8vo, 6s. 

FAITHS OF THE WORLD, The. A Concise History of the 

Great Religious Systems of the World. By various Authors. Crown 8vo, 5s. 

FERGUSSON. Scots Poems. By Robert Ferotsson. With 

Photogravure Portrait. Pott 8vo, gilt top, bound in cloth, Is. net; leather. 
Is. 6d. net. 

FERRIER. Philosophical Remains. Crown 8vo, 14s. 

FISHER. One London Season. By Caroline Fisher. Crown 

8vo, 6s. 

FLINT, 

Philosophy as Scientia Scientiarum. A History of Classifiea- 

tions of the Sciences. By Robert Flint, Corresponding Member of the Institute 
of France, Hon. Member of the Royal Society of Palermo, Professor in the Uni* 
versiity of Edinburgh, &c. 12s. 6d. net. 

Studies on Theological, Biblical, and other Subjects. ’7s. 6d. net. 
Historical Philosophy in France and French Belgium and 

Switzerland. 8vo, 21s. 

Agnosticism. Demy 8vo, 18s. net. 

Theism. Being the Baird Lecture for 1876. Tenth Edition 

Revised. Grown 8vo, 7s. 6d. 

Anti-Theistic Theories. Being the Baird Lecture for 1877 

Fifth Edition. Crown 8vo, 10s. 6d. 

Sermons and Addresses. Demy 8vo, 7s. 6d 
FORBES. Helena : a Novel. By Mrs H. O. Forbes. Crown 

8vo, 6s. 

FORD. A History of Cambridge University Cricket Club. By 

W. J. Ford, Author of *A History Of Middlesex County Cricket,’ &;c. With 
Illustrations. Demy 8yo, 16s, net. 

FOREIGN CLASSICS FOR ENGLISH READERS. Edited 

by Mrs OubHASi. Price Is. eseb n.^ Vat IM aS Vtimna, $ee page S. 
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FOEEEST, 

History of the Indian Mutiny. By G. W. Fouilest, C.I.E. 

Ex-, Director of Records, Government of India. 2 vols. demy Svo, SSs. net. 

Sepoy Generals: Wellington to Koberts. With Portraits. 

Crown Svo, 6s, 

FOKSTEE. Where Angels Fear to Tread. By E. M. Foestbb. 

Crown Svo, 6s. 

FOTJLIS. 

Erchie : My Droll Friend. By Hxt&h Fottxis. Paper 

covei'S, Is. net; cloth, Is. 6d. net. 

The Vital Spark. Illustrated. Is. net. 

FEAMELIN. My Brilliant Career. By Miles Feankliii. 

Foui’tb. Impression, Grown Svo, 6s. 

Being the Gifford LsetHre» deli¥ered 

before the University of Edinburgh in 1894-96. By Alsxandkb Oampbelii 
Feaser, D.C,L. Oxford; Emeritus Professor of Logic and M’osa physics in 
the University of Edinburgh. Second Edition, Revised. Post Svo, 6s. 6d. net, 

Biographia Philosophica. In 1 yol. demy Svo, 6s. net. 
FEEMCH COOEEEY FOE ENGLISH HOMES. Third Im- 

pression. Crown Svo, limp cloth, 2s, 6d. Also in limp leather, 3s. 

GALLOWAY. Studies in the Philosophy of Religion. By 

George Galloway, B.D. Demy Svo, 7s. Od. net. 

GENEEAL ASSEMBLY OF THE CHDBCH OF SCOTLAND. 
Scottish Hymnal, With Appendix Incorporated. Published 

for use in Churches by Authority of the General Assembly. 1, Largo tiype, 
cloth, red edges, 2s, 6d.; French morocco, 4s. 2. Bourgeois faype, limp cloth, Is,; 
French morocco, 2s. S. Konpareil type, cloth, red edges, Od.; Frentih morocco, 
Is. 4d. 4. Paper covers, 3d. 5. Sunday-School Edition, paper covers, Id,, 

cioth, 2d. No. 1, bound with the Psalms and Paraphrases, French morocco, 8s, 
Nc. 2, bound with the Psalms and Parapurases, cloth, 2s. | French morocco, Sa, 

Prayers for Social and Family Worship. Prepared by a 

Special Committee of the General Assembly of the Church of Scotland - Entirely 
New Edition, Revised and Enlarged. Fcap, Svo, red edges, Is 6d. net. 

Prayers for Family Worship. . A Beiection of ■ i^‘ 0 ar Weeks* 

layers. New Edition. Authorised by the General Assembly of the Church of 
Scotland. Feap. 8vo, red edges Is. net. 

One Hundred Prayers, Prepared by the Committee on Aids 

to Devotion. 16mo, cloth limp, 6d. 

Morning and Evening Prayers for Affixing to Bibles. Prepared 

by the Committee on Aids to Devotion, Id. for 6, or Is. per iOO. 

Prayers for Soldiers and Sailors. Prepared by the Committee 

on Aids to Devotion. "Thirtieth Thousand. I6ino, cloth limp. 2d. net. 

Prayers for Sailors and Fisher-Folk. Prepared and Published 

by Instruction of the General Assembly of the Church of Scotland. Feap. Svo, Is, 
net. 

GEEAED. 

fieata : What’s in a Name. By E, D. GiBAsn. Cheap 

Edition. Crown Svo, 8s. 6d, 

■: Beggar' my lYeighfeonr. Oheap-IMitioii.' Crown 8tOj Ss. 6d, 
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GERARD. 

Tke Waters of Hercules. Olieap Edition. Crown 8v0j Ss. 6d* 
A Sensitive Plant. , Crown 8vo, 3s. 6d. 

GERARD. 

A Foreigner. An Anglo - German Study. By E. Geeabb 

(Maclame de Laszowska). Crown 8vo, 6s. 

Bis: Some Tales Eetold. Crown 8vo, 6s. 

GERAED. 

One Year. By Doeothba Geeaed (Madame Longard da 

Longgaxde), Crown Svo, 6s. 

The Impediment. Grown Svo, 6s. 

A Forgotten Sin. Crown Svo, 6s. 

A Spotless Reputation. Third Edition. Crown Svo, 6s. 

' >,The::Wrong Man. Second Edition. . Crown Bvo, :6s. r 
' Lady Bahy. ' Cheap Edition. Crown Svo, 3s. 6d. '' ' Cheap' : 

Edition, royul Svo, paper cover, 6d. 

Recha. Crown Svo, 6s, 

GIBBOK 

Souls in Bondage. By Perceval Gibbok Crown Svo, 6s. 

Cheap Edition, royal Svo, paper cover, 6d. . 

The Yrouw GrobelaaFs Leading Cases. Crown Svo, 6s. 
GILLESPIE. The Humour of Scottish Life. By Yery Rev. JoHisr 

Gillespie, LL.D. Crown Svo, 3s, 6d. net. 

GLEIG. Personal Reminiscences of the First Duke of Wellington, 

with Sketflies of some of his Quests and Contemporaries. By Rev. G. R. Glbig, 
author of ‘ The Subaltern.’ Demy Svo, 16s. net. 

G-OODALL. As3ociatio.n Football By Johit Goodall. Edited 

by S. .tiftCHiBALJO DE Beau. With Diagrams. Fcap. Svo, Is. 

GORDON. The Sikhs. By General Sir John J. H. Goedon, 

K.C.B. With Illustrations. Demy Svo, 7s. 6d. net. 

GOUDIE. The Celtic and Scandinavian Antiquities of Shetland* 

By Gilbert Goodie, F.S.A Scot. Demy Svo, 7s. 6d. net. 

GRAHAM. 

Manual of the Elections {Scot.) (Corrupt and Illegai Practices) 

Act. With Analysis, Relative Act of Sederunt^ Appendis conoaintng the 

Corrupt Fraoticen Acts of 1S8S and/lSSS, and Oopioua Index By Edwakp 

A Manual of the Acts relating to Education in Scotland. 
(Pounded on that of the late Mr Craig Sellar.) Demy Svo, 18s. 

GRAHD ’ , 

A Domestic Experiment.' ' By Sarah Gbahd, Author of' 

’'The Heavenly Twins,' * Ideaia: A Study from Life,* Crown Svo. 6», 

Singulwly Deluded. Orowu -S‘^Ov. Ss. 
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GREER. 

In Farthest Ind. The Narrative of Mr-EDWASD Oabi,to 3!T of 

SJllswetlier, in tha Ooirnty of Northampton, and iate of tha Hononrabia East India 
Company's Service, Gentleman. Wrote by his own hand in the year of grace 1697. 
Edited, with a few Esplanatory Notes. By Sydney 0. Gsier. Post 8vo, 6s. 
Cheap Edition, 2s. 

His Excellency’s En^glish Governess. Third Impression, Or. 

8 VO, 6s. Cheap Edition, 2s. 

An Uncrowned King : A Romance of High Politics. Second; 

Impression. Grown 8vo, 68. Cheap Edition, 2s. 

Peace with Hononr. Third Impression. Crown 8vo, 6s. Cheap 

Edition, 2s. 

A Crowned Queen: The Romance of a Minister of State. 

Second Impression. Grown 8vo, 6s. Cheap Edition, 2s. 

Like Another Helen. Second Impression, Cr. 8vo, 6s. Cheap 

■ Edition, 2s. ■ ' ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ • 

The Kings of the East : A Romance of the near Future. 

Second Impression. Crown 8vo, 6s. Cheap Etsition, 2s. 

The Warden of the Marches. Third Impression. Crown 

8vo, 6s. Cheap Edition, 2s. Cheap Edition, paper cover, 6d. 

The Prince of the Captivity, Second Impression. Crown 

Svo, 6s. 

The Advanced-Guard. Third Impression. Crown 8vOj 6s. 

The Great Proconsul: The Memoirs of Mrs Hester Ward, 

formerly in the family of the Hon. Warren Hastings, Esquire, late Governor- 
General of India. Crown Svo, 6s. 

The Letters of Warren Hastings to his Wife. Demy Svo, 

15s. net. 

The Heir. Crown Svo, 6s. 

GRIERSON. The First Half of the Seventeenth Century. 

(Periods of European Literature.) By Profe.ssor H. J. C. Grierson. Grown 
Svo, 5s. net. 

GRIFFIlSr, Lady Sarah’s Deed of Gift. By E. Aceituna. Gbippin. 

Grown Svo, 6s. 

GROOT. 

Jan Yan Dyck, By J* Morgan -be-G boot. Crown Svo, 6s. 
The Bar Sinister. Crown Svo, 6s. 

GUNN", Stock Exchange Securities. By IsT, B. Gunn. Demy 

Svo, 2s. net 

HALDAHE. How we Escaped from Pretoria. By Lieut.- Colonel 

Aylmer Haldane, D.S.O. Crown Svo, Is. 

HALIBURTON- Horace in Homespun. By Hugh Halibubton. 

A New Edition, containing additional Poems. With 26 Illustrations by A. S. 
Boyd. Post Svo, 0s. net. 

HAMLEY. 

. The Operation® of War Explained' and - Illustrated. . By 

General Sir Edward Brttch Hamley, K,O.M.G. Second Edition of 

Fifth Edition. With Maps and Plans. 4to, SOs. Also in 2 parts: Part I., 
10s. 6d.; Part IX,, 21s. * 

Thomas Carlyle ;■ An Essay.- Second Edition. Crown' 8vo, 

2s, 6d., , * 

On Outposts. Second Edition. 8vo, 2s. 
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HAMLEY. 

Lady Lee's Widowhood. New Edition. Crown 8vo, 2s. 

Onr Poor Relations. A Philozoic Essay. With Ulnstrationsj 

cMeiiy by Ernest Qriset. Crown 8vo, cloth gilt, Ss. 6d. 

.SANNAY. , , The Later ■ Renaissance. '“ Periods of , European, 

Literature.*’ By Bavi» Hannat, Crown 8vo, 5s. net. 

BAREADEF.'"'"''.',-. 

Ships that Pass in the Night. By Beateicb BUebabej?'. 

Illustrated Edition. Crown 8yo, 3s. 6d. 

The Fowler. Illnstrated Edition. Crown 8vo, 3s. 6d. Cheap 

Edition, paper cover, 6d. 

In Varying Moods: Short Stories. Illustrated Edition. 

Crown 8vo, 8a, 6d. 

Untold Tales of the Past. With 40 Illustrations by H. E. Millar. 

Square crown 8vo, gilt top, 5s. net. 

Katharine Frenshara. Crown Svo, 6s. Cheap Edition, 

paper cover, 6d. 

HARRIS. 

The Disappearance of Dick. By Walteb B. Habbis. With 

17 Illustrations. Crown 8vo, 5s. 

The Career of Harold Ensleigh. Crown Svo, 6s, 

HARTLEY. Wild Sport with Gun, Eiflej and Salmon-Rod. By 

Gilfrid W. Hartley. With numerous Illustrations in photogravure and half- 
tone from drawings Iby G. E, Lonas and others. Demy Svo, 6s. net. 

HAY-NEWTON. Readings on the Evolution of Religion. By 

Mrs F. Hay-Neytton. Crown Svo, 5s. 

HEMANS. 

The Poefacal Works of Mrs Hemans. Copyright Edition. 

Boyal Svo, with Engravings, cloth, gUt edges, 58. 

Select Poems of Mrs Hemans. Fcap., cloth, gilt edges, is. 
HENDERSON. The Young Estate Manager's Guide. By 

Richard Hbndersok, Member (hy Examination) of the Royal Agricultural 
Society of England, the Highland and Agricultural Society of Scotland, and 
the Surveyors* Institution. With an Introduction hy R. Patrick Wright, 
F.E.S.E., Professor of Agriculture, Glasgow and West of Scotland Technical 
College. With Plans and Diagrams. Crown Svo, 5s. 

HENDERSON. The Minstrelsy of the Scottish Border. By Sir 

Walter Sgott. A Hew Edition. Edited hy T. F. Henderson, Author of * A 
History of Scottish Vernacular Literature.’ With a New Portrait of Sir Walter 
Scott. In 4 vols., demy Svo, £2, 2s. net. 

HERFORD. Browning (Modem English Writers), By Professor 

Hbrfobd. Crown Svo, 2s. ad. 

HERKLESS AND HANNAY. The College of St Leonard's. By 

John Herkless and Robert Kerr Hannay, ■ Post Svo, Ts. ad. net. 

HEWISON. The Isle of Bute in the Olden Time. With Ulus 

trations, Maps, and Plans. By James King Hewison, D.D., B.S.A. (Scot.), 
Minister of Rothesay. Vol, I., Celtic Saints and Heroes. Grown 4to, 15s. net, 
VoL n., The Royal Stewards and the Brandanes. Crown 4to, 35s. net. 
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HOME PBAYEES. By Ministers of the Church of Scotland 

and MsmbarsoftheOlixireh Service Society. Second Edition. Eeap. 8vo, 8s. 

HUFT, A Handy Yocabulary: English- Afrikander, Afrikander- 

English. For the Use of English-speaking People in South Africa. By 0. M. Q. 
Hunt. Small Svo, Is. 

HUTCHESrSOlSr. Hints on the Game of GoK. By Hoeaoe G. 

Hutohijison, Twelfth Edition^ Revised. Fcap. Svo, cloth, Is. 

HUTTON. Italy and the Italians. By Ebwaed Huiton. With 

Illustrations. Second Edition. Large crown Svo, 6s. 

IDDESLHGH. Life, Letters, and Diaries of Sir Stafford North- 

cote, First Earl of Iddesleigh. By Aotbew Lang. With Three Portraits and a 
View of Pynes. Third Edition. 3 vols. post Svo, Sis. 6d, 

PopuLAB Edition. With Portrait and View of Pynes. Post Svo, Ss. 6d. 

INCHBOLD. Phantasma. By A. C. Inohbold. Crown Svo, 6s. 
INNES. 

Free Church Union Case. Judgment of the House of Lords. 

With Introduction by A. Taylob Innss, Demy 8vo, Is. net. 

The Law of Creeds in Scotland. A Treatise on the Rela- 
tions of Churches in Scotland, Established and not Established, to the Civil Law. 
Demy Svo, 10s, net. 

INTELLIGENCE OFFICER. 

On the Heels of De Wet. By The Intellighstce Ofitcbe. 

Sixth Impression. Crown Svo, 6s. Cheap Edition, royal Svo, paper cover, 6d, 

The Boy Galloper. With Illustrations. In 1 voL cr. Svo, 6s. 
The Yellow War. Crown Svo, 6s. Cheap Edition, paper 

cover, 6d. 

IRONS. The Psychology of Ethics. By David Irojs^s, M.A., 

Ph.D., Professor of Philosophy in Bryn Mawr College, Penn. Crown Svo, 6s. net. 


JAMES. William Wetmore Story and his Friends. From 

Letters, Diaries, and Recollections. By Henby James. With 2 Portraits. In 
two vols. i)Ost Svo, 24s, net. 

JAMES. 

Modem Strategy. By Lieut.-Col. Waitkr H Jambs, P.S.C., 

late R,E With 6 Maps. Second Edition, thoroughly revised and brought 
up to date. Royal Svo, 16s. net 

The Development of Tactics from 1740 to the Present Day. 

Demy Svo. {In fhe press, 

JOHNSTON. 

The Chemistry of Common Life. By Professor ' J. F. W. 

Johnston New Edition, Revised, By Akthub Hebbbbt Chuboh, M.A. Oxon. 
Author of, *Food r its Sources, Constituents, and Uses/ A;e. With Maps and 103 
En^rravings. Crown Svo. 7b. 6d, , . 

Elemeute of Afirrieultural • Chemistry. An entirely New 

Edition from the Edition by Sir CHAnna® A. Oameeon, M.D., F.Bf,0,S.I. dec. 
Revised and brought down to 'date by' C/ M. .Aikman, M.A., B.Se.,' F.B.S.B. 
Professor of Clasgrow Vetennarv Collega. Itth Edition, Crown Svo 

■ 6r, 6<! > ' ■ 

■ Catechism of Agricultural Chemistry, ' 'An entirely New -Edi- 
tion from the Edition by Sir Ohablks A, Oamebon. Revised and Enlarged 
by C. M. Aikmah M.A., k(s» 96tiii Thousand, With numerous XUustmtions, 
Crown Svo, Is. . 
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JOHNSTON". AgricmitBral Hoidings (Bcotiand) Acts, 1883 to 

1900 ; and tlie Srotrnd Game Act, 1880. Witfa Notes, and Sttmmary of Procednre, 
&c. By Chbistophke N, Johnston, H.A., Advocate. Fifth Bdition. Demy 
Svo, 6s. net. 

JOEIAL Tear’s Two Worlds. Ey Maitbfs Jokai. Authorised 

Translation by Mrs Hibgan Ktbnnaho. Oheap Bdition. Oro'wn Svo, 6s. 

JONES. A Maid of Normandy : A Romance of "Versailles. By 

Doea M, Jones. Crown Svo, 6s. 

KENNEDY. Hurrah for the Life of a Sailor ! Fifty Years in the 

Boyal Navy. By Admiral Sir William Kennedy, K.C.B. With Illustrations 
from Sketches by the Author. Fifth Impression. Demy Svo, 12s. 6d. 

Cheaper Edition, small demy Svo, 6s. 

KEE. The Dark Ages. “ Periods of European Literature.” By 

Professor W. P. Keb. In 1 vol. crown Svo 5s. net. 

KERB 

Memories: Grave and Gay. By John ICeee, LL.D. With 

Portrait and other Illustrations. Cheaper Bdition, Enlarged. Crown Svo, 
2s. 6d. net. 

Other Memories : Old and New. Crown 8vo. 3s. 6d. net. 
KINGLAKE. 

History of the Invasion of the Crimea. By A. W. BaNOLAKB. 

Complete in 9 vols., crown Svo. Cheap reissue at 3s. 6d. each. 

Abridged Edition for Military Students. Revised by 

Lient.-Ool. Sir George Sydenham Clarke, K.C.M.Q., E.B. Demy Svo, 15s. net. 

Atlas to accompany above. Folio, 9s. net. 

History of the Invasion of the Crimea. Demy Svo. Yol. YI. 

Winter Troubles. With a Map, 10s. Vols. VII. and VIII. Prom the Morrow ot 
Inkerman to the Death of Dord Baglan. With an Index to the Whole Work, 
With Maps and Plans. 28s 

Eothen. A New Edition, uniform with the Cabinet Edition 

of the * History of the Invasion of the Crimea.' 0s. 

Cheaper Edition, With Portrait and Biographical Sketch of the Author. 
Crown Svo, 28. 6d. net. 

KNEIPP. My Water-Cure. As Tested through more than 

Thirty Years, and Described for the Healing of Diseases and the Preservation of 
Health. By Sebastian Kneipp. With a Portrait and other Illustrations, 
Authorised English Translation trom the Thirtieth German Bdition, by A. da F, 
With an Appendix, containing the Latest Developments of Pfarrer Kneipp’a 
System, and a Preface by B. Gerard, Crown Svo, 3s. 6d. 

LANG. 

A History of Scotland from the Roman Occnpation. By 

Andrew Lang. Vol. I. With a Photogravure Frontispiece and Four Maps. 
Second Bdition. Demy Svo, 16s. net, 

Vol. II. With a Photogravure , Frontispiece. 16s.net. 

Vol. Til. With a Photogravure Frontispiece. 15s. net. 

Yol. IV. With a Photogravure Frontispiece. 15s. net. 

Tennyson. “Modern English Writers.” 2nd Ed, Or. Svo, 2s. 6d, 

Cheap Bdition, paper cover, 6d. net 

Life, Letters, and Diaries of Sir Stafford Northcote, First 

Bari of Iddesleigh. With Three Portraits and a View of Pynes. Third Edition. 
2 vols. post Svo, 31s. 6d. 

Popular Bdition. With Portrait and View of Pynes. Post Svo, Ss. 0d. 

The Highlands of Scotland in 1760. From Mannsoript 104 

in the King's Library, British Museum. With m Introduction by Andrew Lang. 
Crown Svo, 6a, net. 
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The Expansion of the Christian Life. The Duff Lecture 

for 1897. By tlie Ear. J. Maeshall BANa, D.B., Principal of the University of 
Aberdeen. Grown 8vo, 5s. 

The Church and its Social Mission. Being the Baird Lecture 

for 1901. Crown 8vo, 6s. net. 

LAWSON, British Economics in 1904. By W. E. Lawsok". 

Grown Svo, 6s. net. 

LEHMANN. Crumbs of Pity, and other Verses ; to which are 

added Six Lives of Great Men. By R. 0. Lehmann, author of * Anni Fugaces,' 
&c. Crown Svo, 6s. net. 

LEIGHTON. The Life History of British Serpents, and their 

Local Distribution in the British Isles. By Gerald R. Leighton, M.D. With 
60 Illustrations. Grown Svo, 6s. net. 

LEISHMAN. The Westminster Directory. Edited, with an Intro- 

duction and Ifotes, by the Very Rev. T. Leishman D.D. Grown Svo 4s. net. 

LINDSAY. 

Eecent Advances in Theistic Philosophy of Eeligion. By Rev. 

James Lindsay, M.A.j B.D., B.Sc., F.R.S.E., P.G.S., Minister of the Parish of 
St Andrew^s, Kilmarnock. Demy Svo, 12s. 6d. net. 

The Progressiveness of Modern Christian Thought. Crown 

8vo, 6s. 

Essays, Literary and Philosophical. Crown Svo, Ss. 6d. 

The Significance of the Old Testament for Modern Theology. 

The Teaching Function of the Modern Pulpit. Crown 8vo, 

Is. net 

“LINESMAN.” 

Words by an Eye’witness : The Struggle in Natal. By “Lines- 

MAN.” Eleventh Impression, with Tliree Additional Chapters. Crown Svo, 6s. 

The Mechanism of War. Crown Svo, 3s. 6d 
LITUEGIES AND OEDEES OF DIVINE SEEVICE 

(CHTJEOH SEEVICE SOCIETY). 

The Second Prayer Booh of King Edward the Sixth (1662). 

With Historical Introduction and Notes hy the Rev. H. J. Wotherspoon, M.A. 
of St Oswald’s Edinburgh; and The Liturgy op Compromise. Used in the 
English Congregation at Frankfort. From an Unpublished MS. Edited bv the 
Bev, G. W. Spbott, D.D., of North Berwick. 4s. net. 

Book of Common Order, Commonly called Knox's Liturgy. 

Edited hy Rev. G. W. Sprott, D.D. 4s. 6d. net. 

Scottish Liturgies of the Reign of James VI. Edited by Rev. 

G. W. Sprott, D.D. 4s, net. ^ 

Liturgy of 1637. Commonly called Laud’s Liturgy. Edited 
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